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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  109 


REOROAT I Z ATI ON  ACT  OF  1949*  Authorizes  the  President  to  submit  to  Congress 
reorganization  plans  for  the  executive  branch  to  transfer  agencies  or 
functions  to  other  agencies,  abolished  the  functions  of  an  agency,  consoli¬ 
date  or  coordinate  agencies  and  their  functions,  or  authorize  any  officer 
to  delegate  any  of  his  functions.  Authorizes  the  change  of  agency  names, 
designation  of  names  of  agencies  resulting  from,  a  reorganization,  in¬ 
clusion  of  provision  for  appointment  and  compensation  of  agency  ^eads, 
and  provision  for  transfer  of  records,  property,  personnel,  and  approp¬ 
riations.  Prohibits  in  reorganization  plans  the  abolishing  or  transfer¬ 
ring  of  an  executive  department,  the  continuing  of  any  agency  or  function 
beyond  the  period  authorized  by  law  for  its  existence,  or  the  authorizing 
of  any  function  not  authorized  by  law.  Sets  April  1,  1953  as  the  termina¬ 
tion  date  of  the  authority.  Provides  that  a  reorganization  plan  may  not 
take  effect  if  disapproved  by  either  House  of  Congress,  by  vote  of-tw©- 
■•tv  inia  tr?  the  authorized  membership  of  that  vouse,  within  60  days  after 
submission  of  a  plan.  Authorizes  the  ^resident  to  provide  for  a  new 
executive  department  in  a  reorganizati on  plan.  Provides  that  each  plan 
submitted  shall  specify  the  reduction  of  expenditures  (itemized  so  far  as 
practicable)  which  it  is  probable  will  be  brought  about  by  the  plan,  ’'akes 
saving  provisions  for  regulations,  etc.  of  agencies  affected  by  the  plans 
submitted,  and  provides  the  procedure  for  resolutions  of  disapproval  by 
Congress. 
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INDEX  AND  SUM 'ART  OF  HISTORY  ON  H.  R.  2361 


January  17,  1949 


January  24,  1949 
February  2,  1949 
February  7,  1°4Q 


February  8,  194*2 

February  17,  1Q47 
February  28,  1949 
April  7,  1949 

April  11,  IO40 
May  16,  1°49 


Message  from  the  President  of  the  United  States  transmitting 
his  recommendation  for  the  enactment  of  a  new  reorganization 
measure.  House  Document  42. 

H.  R.  1569  was  introduced  bv  Rep.  Dawson  and  was  referred  to 
the  House  Committee  on  Eyperditures  in  tie  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments.  Print  of  the  bill  as  introduced.  (Similar  bill). 

S.  526  was  introduced  by  Senator  McClellan  for  birrs  elf  and 
others  and  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Expend¬ 
itures  in  the  Executive  Departments.  Print  of  the  bill  as 
introduced.  (Companion  bill). 

Remarks  of  Senator  McClellan. 

Hearings:  House,  H.  R.  1569. 

Hearings:  Senate,  S.  526. 

H.  R.  2361  was  introduced  by  Rep.  Dawson  and  was  referred  to 
the  House  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments.  Print  of  the  bill  as  introduced. 

House  Committee  reported  H.  R.  2361  without  amendment. 

House  Report  23.  Prirt  of  the  bill  as  reported. 

House  debated  and  passed  H.  R.  2361  with  amendments  by  a 
vote  of  356-9. 

Rejected  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Hoffman,  requiring  plans  to  be  submitted  by  Jan. 

20,  1953  (pp931-5). 

By  Rep.  Hoffman,  to  permit  a  plan  to  be  disapproved  by 
only  one  House;  by  a  95-142  vote  (pp.  945-7). 

By  F-ep.  Hoffman,  to  provide  for  affirmative  action  of 
Congress  within  60  days  (p.  947). 

Print  of  H.  R.  2361  as  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  departments* 

Print  of  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Johnson  to  S.  526. 

Print  of  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Tydings  to  S.  526. 

Senate  Committee  reported  S,  526  with  amendments.  Senate 
P-eport  232.  Print  of  the  bill  as  reported. 

Senate  discussed  and  passed  over  S.  526. 

Senate  debated  and  passed  with  amendments  tT.  R.  2361.  As 
passed  by  the  Senate,  the  bill  is  in  the  same  form  as  S.  ~26 
as  reported  by  committee,  except  that  an  amendment  b^  Sen. 

Byrd  was  agreed  to  requiring  that  reorganization  plans  include 
an  estimate  of  savings  which  would  result  from  adoption  there¬ 
of  (p.  6341).  Action  on  S.  526  indefinitely  postponed  in 
view  of  passage  of  H.  R.  2361. 

Senate  conferees  appointed. 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Reed. 
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May  17,  1949 

May  IS,  1949 

June  16,  1949 


June  20,  1949 


House  conferees  appointed. 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Senator  O’ Conor  and  Rep.  Doyle. 
Change  of  membership  of  House  Conferees. 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Lane. 

Both  houses  received  and  agreed  to  the  conference  report. 
House  Report  843. 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  filler. 

Approved.  Public  Law  109. 

■Statement  of  the  President  on  signing  H.  R.  2361.  House 
Document  221. 


PRESIDENT’S  REORGANIZATION  PUNS  OF  1949. 


Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949*  (Rejected  by  Congress). 

June  20,  1949  Plan  No.  1.  to  create  a  Department  of  Welfare.  House  Doc. 


222. 

June  30,  1949  Hearings:  Senate.  Reorganization  Plans  of  1949. 

July  21,  1949  Hearings:  Senate.  Reorganization  Plans  No.  1  and  No.  2  of  1949. 

July  29,  1949  S.  Res.  147  was  introduced  by  Senator  Fulbright  and  referred 

to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments.  Print  of  the  Resolution. 


August  8,  1949  Senate  Committee  reported  S.  Res.  147  without  amendment. 

Senate  Report  851.  Print  of  the  Resolution  as  reported. 


August  9,  1949  Minority  Report.  Senate  Report  851,  Pt.  2. 

August  11,  1949  Individual  Views.  Senate  Report  851,  Pt.  3* 

August  16,  1949  Senate  debated  S.  Res.  147  and  agreed,  60-32  to  disapproving 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 


Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949.  (Became  effective  August  20,  1949)* 

June  20,  1949  Plan  No.  2.  transferring  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security. 

House  Document  223. 

July  28,  1949  H.  Res.  301  was  introduced  by  Rep.  Hoffman  and  referred  to 

the  House  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depts. 


A\igust  2,  1949  Hearings:  House.  H.  Res.  301. 

August  5,  1949  House  Committee  reported  H.  Res.  301  without  amendment. 

House  Report  1204.  Print  of  the  Resolution  as  reported. 
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August  5,  1949 

August  8,  1949 

August  11,  1949 
August  12,  1949 


S.  Res.  151  was  introduced  by  Senator  McClellan  and  was  refer¬ 
red  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Depts.  Print  of  the  Resolution  as  introduced. 

senate  Committee  reported  S.  Res.  151  without  amendment. 

Senate  1Leport  852.  Print  of  the  Resolution  as  reported* 

House  debated  and  rejected  H.  Res.  301* 

Senate  Committee  reported  S.  Res.  151.  Minority  views* 

Senate  Kept.  952,  Pt.  2. 


August  17,  1949  Senate  debated  S.  Res.  151  and  rejected  the  Resolution  by  a 

vote  of  32-57. 

Print  of  the  Resolution  as  rejected. 


Reorganization 
Reorganization 
Reorganization 
Re  organizat ion 
Reorganization 
July  27,  1949 

August  4>  1949 


Plan  No.  3  of  1949. 
Plan  N0.  4  of  1949. 
Plan  No.  5  of  1949. 
Plan  No.  6  of  1949. 
Plan  No.  7  of  1949. 


(Became  effective  August  20,  1949).  H.Doc.  224. 
(Became  effective  August  20,  1949).  H.Doc.  225. 
(Became  effective  August  20,  1949).  H.Doc.  226. 
(Became  effective  Aug.  20,  1949).  H.Doc.  227. 
(Became  effective  Aug.  20,  1949).  H.  Doc.  228. 


H.  J.  Res.  328  was  introduced  by  Rep.  Judd  and  was  referred  to 
the  House  Comm,  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depts.  Print 
of  the  Resolution  as  introduced  (to  disapprove  plans  3-7). 

Senate  Committee  report  on  Plan  No.  3.  Senate  depart  837. 

Senate  Committee  report  on  Plan  No.  4.  Senate  Report  838. 


Senate  Committee  report  on  Plan  No.  5.  Senate  Report  839. 
Senate  Committee  report  on  Plan  No.  6.  Senate  Report  840. 


August  15,  1949  S.  Res.  155  was  introduced  by  Senator  Hayden  and  was  referred 

to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Depts.  Print  of  the  Resolution  as  introduced. 


Senator  Hayden  inserted  a  legislative  counsel  opinion  ques¬ 
tioning  the  validity  of  Plan  No.  7.  Further  discussion  by 
Senator  Taft# 


August  16,  1949  Senate  Committee  reported  S.  Res.  155.  Senate  Report  927. 

Print  of  the  P^esolution  as  reported. 


Senate  discussion  of  Plan  No.  7. 


August  17,  1949  Senate  discussed  and  rejected  S.  Res.  155  by  a  vote  of  40-47. 

Print  of  3.  Res.  155  as  disagreed  to. 


Reorganization  Plan  No.  8  of  1949.  (Bacame  effective  Sept.  17,  1949).  H.  Doc.  262. 

See  foil  owing  page  for  resume  of  Reorganization  plans. 
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PRESIDENT’S  REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1949 


PLAN  NO.  1,  to  create  a  Department  of  <«elfare.  Transfers  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  into  the  Department  of  Welfare ;  provides  for  a  Secretary  of  Welfare,  and 
Under-Secretary  of  Welfare,  and  three  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Welfare;  and  trans¬ 
fers  to  the  Secretary  the  functions  of  all  officers  and  constituent  units  of  the 
Department,  subject  to  delegation  by  the  Secretary  (rejected  by  Congress,  S.  Res. 147). 

PLAN  NO.  2,  to  transfer  Bureau  of  Employment  Security.  Transfers  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the  Labor  Department  (this 
Bureau  administers  the  employment  service  and  unemployment  compensation  programs); 
and  transfers  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  the  functions  of  the  Veterans’  Placement 
Service  Board  and  of  its  Chairman  and  abolishes  the  Board  (this  Board  determines 
policies  for  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  in  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Secur¬ 
ity))  (became  effective  August  20,  1949;  H.  Res.  301,  disapproving  this  plan, 
rejected  by  House  August  11,  1949;  and  S.  Res.  151,  disapproving  this  plan, 
rejected  by  Senate  August  17,  1949) • 

PLAN  NO.  3j  to  reorganize  the  Post  Office  Department.  Transfers  the  functions 
of  all  subordinates  to  the  Postmaster  General,  subject  to  delegation;  creates  a 
Deputy  Postmaster  General  and  re-establishes  four  Assistant  Postmasters  General 
(omitting  the  numerical  designation  of  rank);  abolishes  the  Bureau  of  Accounts 
of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  the  offices  of  the  Comptroller  and  Purchasing 
Agent;  and  creates  an  Advisory  Board  on  Post  Office  matters,  consisting  of  the 
Postmaster  General  as  chairman,  the  Deputy  Postmaster  Generai^  and  seven  per¬ 
sons  appointed  by  the  President  (became  effective  August  20,  1949). 

PLAN  NO.  4,  to  transfer  the  National  Security  Council  and  National  Security 
Resources  Board  to  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  (became  effective 
August  20,  1949). 

PLAN  NO.  5,  to  reorganize  the  Civil  Service  Commission.  Makes  the  Chairman, 

■who  is  designated  by  the  President,  the  chief  executive  and  administrative 
officer  of  the  Commission  and  transfers  to  him  the  functions  of  appointing  (with 
certain  exceptions),  supervising,  and  directing  the  personnel  of  the  agency, 
preparing  and  executing  the  budget,  executing  and  administering  the  civil  service 
rules  and  regulations,  and  performing  other  activities  not  reserved  to  the  Com¬ 
mission;  reserves  to  the  Commission  as  a  body  the  promulgation  of  ru^-es  and 
regulations,  the  enforcement  of  the  Hatch  Act,  the  hearing  of  appeals,  the  in¬ 
vestigation  of  civil  service  administration,  the  making  of  recommendations  to 
the  President  for  improving  the  service,  and  th©  revision  of  the  budget;  and 
creates  an  Executive  Director  appointed  by  the  Chairman  (became  effective 
August  20,  1949)* 

PLAN  NO.  6,  to  reorganize  the  United  States  Maritime  Commission,  ^akes  the 
Chairman  the  chief  executive  and  administrative  officer  of  the  Commission;  and 
transfers  to  the  Chairman,  the  functions  of  the  Commission  as  to  appointing, 
supervising  and  directing  the  personnel  of  the  agency  and  determining  the  inter¬ 
nal  organization  (became  effective  August  20,  1949). 

PLAN  NO.  7.  to  transfer  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce  (became  effective  August  20,  1949;  S.  Res.  1 55,  disapproving  this  plan, 
rejected  by  Senate  August  17,  1949 ) • 

PLAN  NO.  8,  to  convert  the  National  Military  Establishment  into  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  exercise  authority,  direction  and 
control  over  the  Department  (became  effective  September  17,  1949). 


5 


I 


. 

,  .  .  .  ,  :  ■  <.  )  1 
.  ..  .  :•  :  t  '  •  "V .  i  o* 

r  .  .  to  bn*  : 

. 


,  * 

<  h  bt  s*  '  ''t.  ?o*5. 

.  (  ' 


.  . 

:  <  ‘S 


.  -■  .  4 

Car  ■ 

•  •  '  ;  <J,  r-  _  ■-r-'M'T 


'  '  *  .  . 

.  '  -Tr  ,  1 

.  ‘  .  . 


-  -  i  , 


PRESIDENT'S  REORGANIZATION  PLANS  OF  1950 


Plan  No.  1  of  1950 

Rejected  by  Senate.  House  Doc.  505.  Relates  to  the  Treasury 
Department.  3.  Res.  246  and  247  were  introduced  to  disapprove 
the  plans.  Senate  hearings  were  held  on  S.  Res.  246  and  247. 
Senate  Committee  reported  S.  Res.  246  without  amendment. 

Senate  Report  1513.  Senate  debated  and  agreed  to  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Plan  No.  2  of  1950 

Became  effective  Nay  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  506.  Senate 

Report  1633.  Relates  to  the  Justice  Department. 

Plan  No.  3  of  1950. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  507.  Senate 

Report  1545.  Relates  to  the  Interior  Department. 

Plan  No.  4  of  1950 

Rejected  by  the  Senate.  House  Doc.  503. 

Plan  to  (1)  transfer  all  the  functions  no w  vested  in  other 
officers,  employees,  and  agencies  of  the  Department  of  Agric¬ 
ulture  to  the  Secretary,  except  the  functions  of  the  hearing 
examiners,  corporations,  boards  of  directors  and  officers  of 
corporations,  and  the  Advisory  ^oard  of  CCC;  (2)  authorize  the 
Secretary  to  redelegate  such  responsibility  to  any  officer, 
employee,  or  agency  within  the  Department  as  he  deems  ap¬ 
propriate;  (3)  provide  for  two  additional  Assistant  Secre¬ 
taries  to  be  appointed  by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the 
Senate;  (4)  and  provide  for  an  Administrative  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary  under  the  classified  civil  service  at  a  salary  of 
$14,000  annually. 

S.  Res.  263  was  introduced  to  disapprove  the  plan.  Senate 
hearings  were  held  on  the  resolution,  and  the  committee 
reported  the  resolution  without  amendment.  Senate  Report 

1566.  Senate  debated  and  agreed  to  the  resolution. 

Plan  No.  5  of  1950 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  509.  Relates  to 
the  Commerce  Department. 

S.  Res.  259  and  H.  Res.  546  were  introduced  to  disapprove 
the  plans.  A  hearing  was  held  on  both  resolutions.  Both 
resolutions  were  reported  and  discussed.  ■-*.  Res.  259  was 
rejected. 

Plan  No.  6  of  1950 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  510.  Relates  to 
Labor  Department. 

H.  Res.  522  was  introduced  to  reject  the  plan.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  heald  hearings  and  reported  the  resolution  without 
amendment.  H.  Rept.  1907.  House  debated  and  rejected  the 
resolution. 

Plan  No.  7  of  1950 

Rejected  by  the  Senate.  House  Doc.  511.  Relates  to  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

S.  Res.  253  and  H.  Res.  545  were  introduced  to  disapprove 
the  plan.  A  hearing  was  held  on  both  resolutions.  Both 
resolutions  were  reported  and  dismissed.  S.  Res.  253  was 
rejected. 
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Plan  No.  8  of  1950 


Plan  No.  9  of  1950 


Plan  No.  10. of  1950 

Plan  No.  11  of  1950 

Plan  No.  12,  1950 

Plan  No.  13  of  1950 
Plan  No.  14  of  1950 

Plan  No.  15,  1950 

Plan  No.  16  of  1950 

Plan  No.  17  of  1950 


Became  effective  Nay  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  512.  Relates 
to  the  Federal  Trade  Commission. 

S.  Res.  254  was  introduced  to  disapprove  the  plan.  The 
Committee  held  hearings  and  reported  the  resolution  ad¬ 
versely.  It  was  debated  and  rejected.  Hearings  held  on 
S .  Res.  253. 

Became  effective  *'ay  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  513.  Relates 
to  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

S.  Res.  255  was  introduced  to  disapprove  the  plan.  The 
Committee  held  hearings  (on  S.  Res.  253)  and  reported  the 
resolution  unfavorably.  The  resolution  was  discussed  and 
rejected. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  514.  Relates 
to  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission.  Senate  Reoort 
1685. 

Rejected  by  Senate.  House  Doc.  515.  Relates  to  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission. 

S.  Res.  256  vras  introduced  to  disapprove  the  plan.  The 
Committee  held  hearings  (on  S.  Res.  253)  and  reported  the 
resolution  unfavorably.  The  resolution  was  discussed  and 
agreed  to. 

Rejected  by  Senate.  House  Doc.  516.  Relates  to  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Board. 

S.  Res.  248  and  H.  Res.  516  were  introduced  to  disapprove 
the  plan.  The  House  Committee  held  hearings  on  H.  Res.  516 
and  both  committees  reported  the  resolutions  without  amend¬ 
ment.  Senate  Committee  debated  and  agreed  to  S.  Res.  248. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  517.  Senate 
Report  1686.  Relates  to  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  518.  Senate 
Report  1546.  Relates  to  the  coordination  of  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Labor  Standards. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  520.  Senate 
Report  1547.  Relates  to  transferring  public  works  functions 
in  Alaska  and  the  Virgin  Islands  from  the  General  Services 
Admin,  to  Interior  Dept. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  521.  Senate 
Report  1548.  Relates  to  transferring  GSA  assistance  to 
local  school  districts  and  water-pollution  control  to  the 
Federal  Security  Agency. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  522.  Relates 
to  GSA  advence  planning  of  nonFederal  public  works  and  the 
management  and  disposal  of  certain  war  public  works  to  the 
to  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency. 
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Plan  13  of  1950 


Plan  19  of  1950 

Plan  20  of  1950 

Plan  21  of  1950 

Plan  22  of  1950 


Plan  23  of  1950 

Plan  24  of  1950 


Plan  25,  1950 
Plan  26,  1950 


S.  Res.  271  was  introduced  to  disapprove  the  plan.  The 
Committee  heald  hearings  and  reported  the  resolution  without 
recommendation.  Senate  discussed  and  rejected  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  523.  Provides 
for  the  transfer  to  GSA  of  the  functions  of  the  various 
agencies  with  respect  to  leasing  and  assigning  General- 
purpose  space  in  buildings  and  the  operation,  maintenance, 
and  custody  of  office  buildings. 

S.  Res.  270  and  H.  Res.  539  and  541  were  introduced  to  disap¬ 
prove  the  plan.  Hearings  were  held  by  both  committees  and 
the  resolutions  were  reported.  Senate  debated  and  rejected 
S.  Res.  270. 

Became  effective  Hay  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  524.  Relates  to 
transferring  Employees'  Compensation  functions  from  Federal 
Security  Agency  to  Labor  Department.  Senate  Report  1549. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  525.  Relates  to 
transferring  from  State  Department  to  GSA  the  functions  re¬ 
garding  preparation  of  the  Statutes  at  Large  and  other 
matters.  Senate  Report  1550. 

Became  effective  May  24,  1950.  House  Doc.  526.  Relates  to 
transferring  the  Maritime  Commission  to  Commerce  Dept. 

S.  Res.  265  was  introduced  to  disapprove  the  plan.  The 
Committee  held  hearings  and  reported  the  resolution  without 
recommendation.  Senate  discussed  and  rejected  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Became  effective  July  9,  1950.  House  Doc.  587.  Relates 
transferring  the  federal  Rational  Mortgage  Association  from 
RFC  to  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency. 

S.  Res.  299  was  introduced  to  disapprove  the  plan.  The 
Commi' tee  held  hearings  and  reported  the  resolution  without 
recommendations.  Senate  discussed  and  rejected  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Became  effective  July  9,  1950.  House  Doc.  58S.  Relates  to 
transfer  from  RFC  to  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  func¬ 
tions  regarding  loans  for  prefabricated  housing.  S.  Rept.1870. 

Rejected  by  Senate.  House  Doc.  539.  Relates  to  transfer¬ 
ring  RFC  to  Commerce  Department. 

H.  Res.  648  and  S.  Res.  290  were  introduced  to  disapprove 
the  plan.  The  House  Committee  held  hearings,  reported  the 
resolution,  debated  and  rejected  it.  The  Senate  Committee 
held  hearings,  reported  the  resolution,  debated  and  agreed 
to  it. 

Became  effective  July  9,  1950.  House  Doc.  590.  Relates 
to  the  National  Security  Resources  Board. 

Became  effective  July  31,  1950.  House  Doc.  609.  Relating 
to  the  Treasury  Department.  Senate  Report  1869* 
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Plan  27,  1950  Rejected  by  House.  House  Doc.  610.  Relates  to  establish¬ 

ing  a  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

S.  Res.  302  and  H.  Res.  647  were  introduced  to  disapprove 
the  plan.  Both  Committees  held  hearings  and  reported  the 
resolutions  without  amendment.  House  debated  and  agreed 
to  the  House  Resolution. 

October  12,  1950  Senate  Report  2581.  Action  on  Hoover  Commission  Reports. 

Report  of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments • 
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81st  Congress  j  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Document 
1st  Session  j  \  No.  42 


NEW  REORGANIZATION  MEASURE 


MESSAGE 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

HIS  RECOMMENDATION  FOR  THE  ENACTMENT  OF  A  NEW 
REORGANIZATION  MEASURE 


January  17,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  my  recent  messages  to  tlie  Congress  I  Have  presented  the  program 
which  I  believe  this  Government  should  follow  in  the  months  ahead. 
The  magnitude  and  importance  of  that  program,  both  at  home  and 
abroad,  require  able  leadership  and  sound  management.  |he  Gov¬ 
ernment  must  have  the  most  effective  administrative  machineiy  to 
carry  out  its  vast  responsibilities. 

The  Congress  has  recognized  these  needs  by  the  establishment  ol 
the  Commission  on  the  Organization  of  the  Executive  Blanch  of  the 
Government.  The  recommendations  of  the  Commission,  which  are 
soon  to  be  reported  to  the  Congress,  may  be  expected  to  contribute 
significantly  to  our  ability  to  meet  the  problem  before  us.  o  cany 
out  those  recommendations  and  to  accomplish  other  improvements  m 
the  Government’s  complex  operations  will,  however,  require  lurthei 
and  more  detailed  steps.  Improving  the  management  of  the  public  s 
business  calls  for  continuing  efforts  by  the  Congress,  the  President, 

and  all  agencies  of  Government.  ~  ,  • 

Throughout  my  administration  I  have  taken  action  to  effect  im¬ 
provements  in  the  organization  and  operation  of  the  Government. 
In  1945  I  asked  the  Congress  to  enact  legislation  authorizing  pei- 
manent  changes  in  administrative  structure  by  the  reorganization 
plan  procedure.  Under  the  authority  granted  by  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1945,  numerous  reorganizations  were  made  which  contributed 
to  the  efficiency  of  the  Government  and  its  transition  from  war  to 
peace.  The  establishment  of  the  permanent  Housing  and  Home 
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Finance  Agency  was  an  outstanding  example  of  the  improvements 
thus  achieved.  I  also  recommended,  and  the  Congress  enacted,  a 
major  improvement  in  the  organization  of  our  armed  forces  by  the 
creation  of  the  National  Military  Establishment.  On  matters  not 
requiring  legislation  I  have  made  program  adjustments  designed  to 
increase  the  effectiveness  of  governmental  operations. 

It  is  my  firm  intention  to  continue  to  require,  throughout  the 
executive  branch,  the  highest  degree  of  attention  to  this  need  for 
improved  management.  I  expect  each  department  and  agency  head 
to  consider  this  a  major  part  of  his  responsibility.  It  is  essential  that 
they  be  given  the  tools  for  effective  management  of  their  agencies. 
Further,  I  believe  that  every  official  and  employee  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  feel  a  personal  responsibility  for  improving  the  way  in 
which  his  work  is  performed. 

Increased  efficiency  and  economy  in  the  Government’s  far-flung 
activities  can  be  realized  only  if  certain  essentials  of  organization  and 
operation  are  satisfied.  These  essentials  are  not  confined  to  Govern¬ 
ment.  They  have  proven  their  effectiveness  in  the  successful  opera¬ 
tion  of  large-scale  enterprise,  both  public  and  private.  They  are 
matters  on  which  it  is  easy  to  agree  in  principle  but  which  are  often 
violated  in  practice. 

There  must  be,  first  of  all,  a  clear  definition  of  the  objectives  of 
public  programs.  Second,  organizational  arrangements  must  be 
established  which  are  consistent  with  those  objectives  and  designed 
to  produce  responsible  and  effective  administration.  Third,  qualified 
personnel  must  be  obtained  to  administer  the  programs.  Fourth,  the 
methods  by  which  operations  are  conducted  must  be  constantly 
reviewed  and  improved.  Fifth,  there  must  be  provision  for  thorough¬ 
going  review  and  evaluation  of  operations,  by  the  President  and  the 
Congress,  to  assure  that  the  objectives  are  being  attained.  These 
conditions  can  be  achieved  only  through  teamwork  by  the  President 
and  the  Congress  in  carrying  out  their  respective  responsibilities  under 
the  Constitution  for  conducting  the  affairs  of  Government. 

I  have  already  recommended  to  the  Congress  two  measures  which 
will  help  us  obtain  better  government.  The  enactment  of  legislation 
to  increase  the  compensation  of  the  heads  and  assistant  heads  of 
departments  and  agencies  and  to  revise  the  Classification  Act  will 
greatly  assist  the  Government  in  securing  and  holding  the  services 
of  the  best-qualified  men  and  women.  The  appropriation  to  the 
President  of  a  special  fund  of  $1,000,000  for  management  improve¬ 
ment  will  yield  major  contributions  to  the  better  operation  of  the 
Government.  It  will  be  used  in  part  for  the  development  and  installa¬ 
tion  of  recommendations  coming  from  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  and,  in  part,  for  the  preliminary  ex¬ 
penses  incident  to  the  appraisal  and  trial  of  other  suggested  improve¬ 
ments.  This  fund  will  in  no  sense  be  a  substitute  for  the  present 
day-to-day  efforts  by  all  Government  agencies  to  improve  the  conduct 
of  their  operations. 

In  addition  to  these  steps,  I  am  now  recommending  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  enact  legislation  to  restore  permanently  the  reorganization 
procedure  temporarily  provided  by  the  Reorganization  Acts  of  1939 
and  1945.  This  procedure  is  the  method  of  executive-legislative 
cooperation  whereby  a  reorganization  plan  submitted  to  the  Congress 
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by  the  President  becomes  effective  in  60  days  unless  rejected  by  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress. 

In  a  letter  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  Commission  on  the  Organization  of 
the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  has  pointed  out  the  need 
for  such  a  method  of  reorganization  in  dealing  with  many  of  the 
changes  which  it  will  recommend.  I  fully  agree  with  the  Commission 
on  the  necessity  of  reviving  the  reorganization-plan  procedure,  which 
became  inoperative  on  April  1,  1948. 

In  recommending  the  enactment  of  a  new  reorganization  measure, 
I  wish  to  emphasize  three  things. 

First,  the  reorganization  legislation  should  be  permanent  rather 
than  temporary.  While  the  work  of  the  Commission  on  the  Or¬ 
ganization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  makes  such 
legislation  especially  timely  and  essential,  the  improvement  of  the 
organization  of  the  Government  is  a  continuing  and  never-ending 
process.  Government  is  a  dynamic  institution.  Its  administrative 
structure  cannot  be  static.  As  new  programs  are  established  and  old 
programs  change  in  character  and  scope  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
Nation,  the  organization  of  the  executive  branch  must  be  adjusted 
to  fit  its  changing  tasks. 

The  impracticability  of  solving  many  problems  of  organization  by 
the  regular  legislative  process  has  been  frankly  recognized  for  many 
years  by  congressional  leaders.  In  many  cases,  changes  which  are 
essential  cannot  attract  the  necessary  legislative  attention  in  competi¬ 
tion  with  the  many  other  matters  pressing  for  congressional  action. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  reorganization  plan  affords  a  method  by  which 
action  can  be  initiated  and  the  proposal  considered  with  a  minimum 
consumption  of  legislative  time. 

The  reorganization-plan  procedure  is  a  tested  and  proven  means  of 
dealing  with  organization  problems.  Twice  within  the  last  10  years 
the  Congress  has  authorized  this  method  of  reorganization  for  short 
periods.  Under  each  of  those  authorizations  many  changes  were 
made  which  added  to  the  efficiency  of  the  executive  branch  and 
tended  to  simplify  its  administration.  The  advances  made  during  the 
brief  life  of  the  Reorganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945  clearly  indicate 
the  desirability  of  permanent  reorganization  legislation. 

Second,  the  new  reorganization  act  should  be  comprehensive  in 
scope;  no  agency  or  function  of  the  executive  branch  should  be 
exempted  from  its  operation.  Such  exemptions  prevent  the  President 
and  the  Congress  from  deriving  the  full  benefit  of  the  reorganization- 
plan  procedure,  primarily  by  precluding  action  on  major  organiza¬ 
tional  problems.  A  seemingly  limited  exemption  may  in  fact  render 
an  entire  needed  reorganization  affecting  numerous  agencies  and 
functions  wholly  impractical.  The  proper  protection  against  the 
possibility  of  unwise  reorganization  lies,  not  in  the  statutory  exemption 
from  the  reorganization -plan  procedure,  but  in  the  authority  of 
Congress  to  reject  any  such  plan  by  simple  majority  vote  of  both 
Houses. 

Finally,  let  me  urge  early  enactment.  Under  the  reoiganization 
procedure,  reorganization  plans  must  lie  before  the  Congress  for  60 
calendar  days  of  continuous  session  in  older  to  become  effective. 
Unless  the  necessary  legislation  is  adopted  in  the  early  weeks  of  the 
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session,  it  obviously  will  be  impossible  to  make  effective  use  of  the 
reorganization  procedure  during  the  present  session. 

The  proper  execution  of  the  laws  demands  a  simple,  workable 
method  of  making  organizational  adjustments.  Without  it  the  effi¬ 
ciency  of  the  Government  is  impaired  and  the  President  is  handicapped 
in  performing  his  functions  as  Chief  Executive.  In  my  judgment 
permanent  legislation  to  restore  the  reorganization-plan  procedure  is. 
an  essential  step  toward  efficient  and  economical  conduct  of  the 
public’s  business. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  January  17,  1949. 


81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  1569 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 


January  IT,  1949 

Mr.  Dawson  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 


To  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I 

I  SHORT  TITLE 

5  Section  1.  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Reorganiza- 

6  tion  Act  of  1949”. 

7  NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

8  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine  and  from  time 

9  to  time  reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of  the 
Id  Government  and  shall  determine  what  changes  therein  are 
A  necessary  to  accomplish  the  following  purposes: 
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(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws, 
the  more  effective  management  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  of  its  agencies  and  functions, 
and  the  expeditious  administration  of  the  public  business ; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy, 
to  the  fullest  extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Government; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of 
the  Government  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies 
and  functions  of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  he, 
according  to  major  purposes; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  con¬ 
solidating  those  having  similar  functions  under  a  single 
head,  and  to  abolish  such  agencies  or  functions  thereof 
as  may  not  he  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of 
the  Government;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of 
effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest 
demands  the  carrying  out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  and  that  such  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in 
great  measure  by  proceeding  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  and  can  be  accomplished  more  speedily  thereby  than 
by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 
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1  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

2  Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation, 

3  finds  that — 

4  (1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 

5  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions 

6  thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  any  other 

7  agency ;  or 

8  (2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions 

9  of  an}^  agency ;  or 

10  (3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole 

11  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part 

12  of  the  functions  thereof,  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of 

13  any  other  agency  or  the  functions  thereof ;  or 

14  (4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part  of 

15  any  agency  or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other  part 

16  of  the  same  agencv  or  the  functions  thereof ;  or 

17  (5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any 

18  of  his  functions;  or 

19  (6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 

20  agency  which  agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon  the 

21  taking  effect  of  the  reorganization  plan  will  not  have, 

22  any  functions, 

23  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of 

24  section  2  (a) ,  he  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the 

25  making  of  the  reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has  made  find- 
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mgs  and  which  he  includes  in  the  plan,  and  transmit  such 
plan  (bearing  an  identifying  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each  reorgani¬ 
zation  included  in  the  plan,  he  has  found  that  such  reorgani¬ 
zation  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes 
of  section  2  (a) .  The  delivery  to  both  Houses  shall  be  on 
the  same  day  and  shall  be  made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in 
session.  The  President,  in  his  message  transmitting  a  re¬ 
organization  plan,  shall  specify  with  respect  to  each  abolition 
of  a  function  included  in  the  plan  the  statutory  authority  for 
the  exercise  of  such  function. 

OTHEB  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 
Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the 
President  under  section  3 — 

(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary,  the  name  of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  and  the  title  of  its  head;  and  shall  designate  the 
name  of  any  agency  resulting  from  a  reorganization 
and  the  title  of  its  head; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment 
and  compensation  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other 
officers  of  any  agency  (including  an  agency  resulting 
from  a  consolidation  or  other  t}rpe  of  reorganization)  if 
the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message  transmitting  the 
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plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization  made 
by  the  plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so 
provided  for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  com¬ 
mission  or  board  with  two  or  more  members.  In  the 
case  of  any  such  appointment  the  term  of  office  shall  not 
be  fixed  at  more  than  four  years,  the  compensation  shall 
not  be  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  that  found  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable  officers  in  the 
executive  branch,  and,  if  the  appointment  is  not  under 
the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by  the  President, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other 
disposition  of  the  records,  property,  and  personnel 
affected  by  any  reorganization; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other 
funds,  available  for  use  in  connection  with  any  function 
or  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  as  he  deems 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for  use  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorganization, 
or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such  func¬ 
tions  after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such 
unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be  used  only 
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for  the  purposes  for  which  such  appropriation  was 
originally  made; 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  winding  up  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  5.  ISTo  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no 
reorganization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  of — 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  depart¬ 
ment  or  all  the  functions  thereof  or  consolidating  any 
two  or  more  executive  departments  or  all  the  functions 
thereof;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period  au¬ 
thorized  by  law  for  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time  when 
it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization  had  not 
been  made;  or 

(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period  au¬ 
thorized  by  law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time  when 

\ 

it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization  had  not 
been  made;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  func¬ 
tion  which  is  not  expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time 
the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress ;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that 
provided  by  law  for  such  office  ;  or 
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(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other 
agency  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  or  all  those  functions  thereof  which  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing  said  government  or  all 
said  functions. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  EEOEGANIZATIONS 
Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of  the 
reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of 
the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days,  of  continuous  session 
of  the  Congress,  following  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is 
transmitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of  trans¬ 
mittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  sixty-day  period  there  has 
not  been  passed  by  the  two  Houses  a  concurrent  resolution 
stating  in  substance  that  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the 
reorganization  plan. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as 
broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die ; 

but 

( 2 )  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day  period  there 
shall  be  excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House  is 
not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than 
three  days  to  a  day  certain;  except  that  if  a  resolution 
(as  defined  in  section  202)  with  respect  to  such  reorgani- 
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zation  plan  has  been  passed  by  one  House  and  sent 
to  the  other,  no  exclusion  under  this  paragraph  shall 
be  made  by  reason  of  adjournments  of  the  first  House 
taken  thereafter. 

(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under  provisions 
contained  in  the  plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later  than 
the  date  on  which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

DEFINITION  OF  “AGENCY” 

Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “agency” 
means  any  executive  department,  commission,  council,  in¬ 
dependent  establishment,  Government  corporation,  board, 
bureau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  authority,  adminis¬ 
tration  or  other  establishment,  in  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government,  and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the 
courts  tlierof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  or  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  which  are  a  part  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government. 

MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 
Sec.  8.  Dor  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “reor¬ 
ganization”  means  any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination, 
authorization,  or  abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regula- 
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1  tion  or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or 

2  performed  in  respect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function  af- 

3  fected  by  a  reorganization  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 

4  before  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization,  shall,  except 

5  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made  in- 
G  applicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition 

7  of  a  function,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization 

8  had  not  been  made;  but  where  any  such  statute,  regulation, 

9  or  other  action  has  vested  the  function  in  the  agency  from 
10  which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such  function  shall,  in- 
13  sofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective, 
'12  be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the 
13  function  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

Id  (2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the 
15  term  “regulation  or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule, 
1G  order,  policy,  determination,  directive,  authorization,  permit, 
1^  privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or  other  action. 

18  (b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  com- 

19  menced  by  or  against  the  head  of  any  agency  or  other  officer 

20  of  the  United  States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation  to 

21  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall  abate  by  reason  of  the 

22  taking  effect  of  any  reorganization  plan  under  the  provisions 

23  of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  oh  motion  or  supplemental 
2d  petition  filed  at  any  time  within  twelve  months  after  such 
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reorganization  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a 
survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  to  obtain  a 
settlement  of  the  questions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be 
maintained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such  head  or  officer 
under  the  reorganization  effected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there 
be  no  such  successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer  as  the 
President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 
Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropria¬ 
tions  unexpended  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  shall 
not  be  used  for  any  purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 
Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall  take 
effect  shall  be  printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same 
volume  as  the  public  laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  -The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted 
by  the  Congress: 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making  power  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  and 
as  such  they  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each 
House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the 
procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House  in  the  case  of  reso- 
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lutions  (as  defined  in  section  202)  ;  and  sncli  rules  shall 
supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  incon¬ 
sistent  therewith;  and 

(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of 
either  House  to  change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the 
procedure  in  such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of 
such  House. 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  “resolution” 
means  only  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  two  Houses  of 
Congress,  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as 
follows:  “That  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  numbered  -  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

President  on - ,  19 — .”,  the  blank  spaces  therein 

being  appropriately  filled ;  and  does  not  include  a  concurrent 
resolution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 
plan  shall  be  referred  to  a  committee  (and  all  resolutions 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan  shall  he  referred  to  the  same 
committee)  by  the  President  of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  he. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been 
referred  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan 
has  not  reported  it  before  the  expiration  of  ten  calendar 
days  after  its  introduction  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  resolution 
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received  from  the  other  House,  ten  calendar  days  alter  its 
receipt) ,  it  shall  then  (but  not  before)  he  in  order  to  move 
either  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  such  resolution,  or  to  discharge  the  committee  from 
further  consideration  of  any  other  resolution  with  respect 
to  such  reorganization  plan  which  has  been  referred  to  the 
committee. 

(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favor¬ 
ing  the  resolution,  shall  be  highly  privileged  (except  that 
it  may  not  be  made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a 
resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan) , 
and  debate  thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  ‘  exceed  one 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and  those 
opposing  the  resolution.  Ho  amendment  to  such  motion 
shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or 
disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed 
to,  such  motion  may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion 
to  discharge  the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or  has 
been  discharged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  airy  time 
thereafter  be  in  order  (even  though  a  previous  motion  to  the 
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same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to  move  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion  shall  be 
highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amend¬ 
ment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be 
in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  mo¬ 
tion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  limited  to  not 
to  exceed  ten  hours,  which  shall  be  equally  divided  between 
those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion 
further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amend¬ 
ment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolution  shall  be  in 
order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  discharge  from  committee,  or  the  considera¬ 
tion  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and 
all  motions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  other  business, 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating 
to  the  application  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House 
of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure 
relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

Sec.  207.  If,  prior  to  the  passage  by  one  House  of  a 
resolution  of  that  House  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 
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plan,  such  House  receives  from  the  other  House  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan,  then — 

(a)  If  no  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee,  no  other  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan  may  be  reported  or  (despite 
the  provisions  of  section  204  (a)  )  be  made  the  subject  of 
a  motion  to  discharge. 

(b)  If  a  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee — 

(1)  the  procedure  with  respect  to  that  or  other 
resolutions  of  such  House  with  respect  to  such  plan 
which  have  been  referred  to  committee  shall  be  the 
same  as  if  no  resolution  from  the  other  House  with  re¬ 
spect  to  such  plan  had  been  received;  hut 

(2)  on  any  vote  on  final  passage  of  a  resolution 
of  the  first  House  with  respect  to  such  plan  the  resolu¬ 
tion  from  the  other  House  with  respect  to  such  plan 
shall  he  automatically  substituted  for  the  resolution  of 
the  first  House. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  526 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  17, 1949 

Mr.  McClellan  (for  himself,  Mr.  Ex\stland,  Mr.  McCarthy,  Mr.  Hoey,  and 
Mr.  O’Conor)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 


A  BILL 

To  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I 

4  SHORT  TITLE 

5  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reorganiza- 

6  tion  Act  of  1949”. 

7  NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

8  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine  and  from 

9  time  to  time  reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of 

10  the  Government  and  shall  determine  what  changes  therein 

11  are  necessary  to  accomplish  the  following  purposes : 
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( 1 )  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws, 
the  more  effective  management  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  of  its  agencies  and  functions, 
and  the  expeditious  administration  of  the  public 
business ; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy, 
to  the  fullest  extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Government; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of 
the  Government  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies 
and  functions  of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  be, 
according  to  major  purposes ; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  con¬ 
solidating  those  having  similar  functions  under  a  single 
head,  and  to  abolish  such  agencies  or  functions  thereof 
as  may  not  he  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of  the 
Government ;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of 
effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest  de¬ 
mands  the  carrying  out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  and  that  such  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in 
great  measure  by  proceeding  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
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and  can  be  accomplished  more  speedily  thereby  than  by  the 
enactment  of  specific  legislation. 

EEOEGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation, 
'finds  that — 

(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  any  other 
agency;  or 

(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
of  any  agency;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  functions  thereof,  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
any  other  agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part 
of  any  agency  or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other 
part  of  the  same  agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any 
of  his  functions;  or 

(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency  which  agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon 
the  taking  effect  of  the  reorganization  plan  will  not  have, 
any  functions, 
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is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of 
section  2  (a),  lie  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for 
the  making  of  the  reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has  made 
findings  and  which  lie  includes  in  the  plan,  and  transmit  such 
plan  (bearing  an  identifying  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each  reorgan¬ 
ization  included  in  the  plan,  he  has  found  that  such 
reorganization  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  of  section  2  (a) .  The  delivery  to  both  Houses 
shall  be  on  the  same  day  and  shall  be  made  to  each  House 
while  it  is  in  session.  The  President,  in  his  message  trans¬ 
mitting  a  reorganization  plan,  shall  specify  with  respect  to 
each  abolition  of  a  function  included  in  the  plan  the  statutory 
authority  for  the  exercise  of  such  function. 

other  contents  of  plans 
Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the 
President  under  section  3 — 

( 1 )  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary,  the  name  of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  and  the  title  of  its  head;  and  shall  designate  the 
name  of  any  agency  resulting  from  a  reorganization  and 
the  title  of  its  head ; 

( 2 )  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment  and 
compensation  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other  officers 
of  any  agency  (including  an  agency  resulting  from  a 
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consolidation  or  other  type  of  reorganization)  if  the 
President  finds,  and  in  his  message  transmitting  the  plan 
declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization  made  by  the 
plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so  pro¬ 
vided  for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  commission 
or  board  with  two  or  more  members.  In  the  case  of 
any  such  appointment  the  term  of  office  shall  not  be  fixed 
at  more  than  four  years,  the  compensation  shall  not  be 
at  a  rate  in  excess  of  that  found  by  the  President  to 
prevail  in  respect  of  comparable  officers  in  the  executive 
branch,  and,  if  the  appointment  is  not  under  the  classi¬ 
fied  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by  the  President,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other 
disposition  of  the  records,  property,  and  personnel  af¬ 
fected  by  any  reorganization; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other 
funds,  available  for  use  in  connection  with  any  function 
or  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  as  lie  deems 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for  use  in 
connection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorgani¬ 
zation,  or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have 
such  functions  after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective, 
but  such  unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be 
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used  only  for  the  purposes  for  which  such  appropriation 
was  originally  made; 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  winding  up  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWEKS  WITH  EESPECT  TO 
BEOBGANIZ  ATION  S 

Sec.  5.  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and 
no  reorganization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  of — 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  depart¬ 
ment  or  all  the  functions  thereof  or  consolidating  any  two 
or  more  executive  departments  or  all  the  functions 
thereof;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period 
authorized  by  law  for  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time 
when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization  had 
not  been  made ;  or 

(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period 
authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time 
when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization  had 
not  been  made ;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  func¬ 
tion  which  is  not  express^  authorized  by  law  at  the  time 
the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress ;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that 
provided  by  law  for  such  office;  or 
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(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other 
agency  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  or  all  those  functions  thereof  which  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing  said  government  or  all  said 
functions. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATIONS 
Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of 
the  reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days,  of  continuous 
session  of  the  Congress,  following  the  date  on  which  the 
plan  is  transmitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of 
transmittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  sixty-day  period 
there  has  not  been  passed  by  the  two  Houses  a  concurrent 
resolution  stating  in  substance  that  the  Congress  does  not 
favor  the  reorganization  plan. 

(b)  Eor  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as 
broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine 
die;  but 

(2)  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day  period 
there  shall  be  excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House 
is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more 
than  three  days  to  a  day  certain;  except  that  if  a  reso¬ 
lution  (as  defined  in  section  202)  with  respect  to  such 
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reorganization  plan  has  been  passed  by  one  House  and 
sent  to  the  other,  no  exclusion  under  this  paragraph 
shall  be  made  by  reason  of  adjournments  of  the  first 
House  taken  thereafter. 

(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under  provisions 
contained  in  the  plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later 
than  the  date  on  which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

DEFINITION  OF  “ AGENCY” 

Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “agency” 
means  any  executive  department,  commission,  council,  inde¬ 
pendent  establishment,  Government  corporation,  board,  bu¬ 
reau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  authority,  administration, 
or  other  establishment,  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the  municipal 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the  courts 
thereof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States  or  the  General  Accounting  Office,  which 
are  a  part  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Government. 

MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 
Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “reorgan¬ 
ization”  means  any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination, 
authorization,  or  abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or  per- 
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formed  in  respect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function  affected 
by  a  reorganization  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  before 
the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization,  shall,  except  to  the 
extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made  inapplicable 
by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition  of  a  function, 
have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not  been 
made ;  but  where  any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action 
has  vested  the  function  in  the  agency  from  which  it  is 
removed  under  the  plan,  such  function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is 
to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective,  be  considered 
as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the  function  is  placed 
by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the 
term  “regulation  or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule, 
order,  policy,  determination,  directive,  authorization,  permit, 
privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or  other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  com¬ 
menced  by  or  against  the  head  of  any  agency  or  other  officer 
of  the  United  States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation 
to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall  abate  by  reason  of 
the  taking  effeet  of  any  reorganization  plan  under  tlie  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or  sup¬ 
plemental  petition  filed  at  any  time  within  twelve  months 
after  such  reorganization  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  neces- 
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sity  for  a  survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
to  obtain  a  settlement  of  the  questions  involved,  allow  the 
same  to  he  maintained  hy  or  against  the  successor  of  such 
head  or  officer  under  the  reorganization  effected  by  such  plan 
or,  if  there  he  no  such  successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer 
as  the  President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 
Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropria¬ 
tions  unexpended  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act 
shall  not  he  used  for  any  purpose,  but  shall  he  impounded 
and  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 
Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall  take 
effect  shall  he  printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same 
volume  as  the  public  laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted 
by  the  Congress: 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making  power  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  and 
as  such  they  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each 
House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the 
procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House  in  the  case  of  resolu¬ 
tions  (as  defined  in  section  202)  ;  and  such  rules  shall  super- 
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1  sede  other  rales  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 

2  therewith;  and 

3  (b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of 

4  either  House  to  change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the 

5  procedure  in  such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner 

6  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of 

7  such  House. 

8  Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  ^resolution” 

9  means  only  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  two  Houses  of 

10  Congress,  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is 

11  as  follows:  “That  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the  reorgani- 

12  zation  plan  numbered  -  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

13  President  on  - ,  19 — .”,  the  blank  spaces  therein 

14  being  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  include  a  concur- 

15  rent  resolution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reorganiza- 

16  tion  plan. 

17  Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 

18  plan  shall  be  referred  to  a  committee  (and  all  resolutions 

19  with  respect  to  the  same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the  same 

20  committee)  by  the  President  of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker 

21  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been  re- 

23  ferred  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  has 

24  not  reported  it  before  the  expiration  of  ten  calendar  days  after 

25  its  introduction  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  resolution  received  from 
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the  other  Souse,  ten  calendar  clays  after  its  receipt) ,  it  shall 
then  (but  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move  either  to  discharge 
the  committee  from  further  consideration  of  such  resolution, 
or  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  consideration  of 
any  other  resolution  with  respect  to  such  reorganization  plan 
which  has  been  referred  to  the  committee. 

(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favor¬ 
ing  the  resolution,  shall  be  highly  privileged  (except  that  it 
may  not  be  made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a  resolu¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan) ,  and 
debate  thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  one  hour, 
to  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and  those  oppos¬ 
ing  the  resolution.  No  amendment  to  such  motion  shall  be 
in  order,  and  it  shall  not  he  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed 
to,  such  motion  may  not  he  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion 
to  discharge  the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization 
plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or 
has  been  discharged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolu¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any 
time  thereafter  he  in  order  (even  though  a  previous  motion 
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to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to  move  to  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion 
shall  be  highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No 
amendment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not 
he  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such 
motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(h)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  ten  hours,  which  shall  be  equally  divided  between 
those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion 
further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  he  debatable.  No  amend¬ 
ment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolution  shall  he  in 
order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with 
respect  to  the  discharge  from  committee,  or  the  consideration 
of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and 
all  motions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  other  business, 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating 
to  the  application  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of 
Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure  relat¬ 
ing  to  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

Sec.  207.  If,  prior  to  the  passage  by  one  House  of  a 
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resolution  of  that  House  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 
plan,  such  House  receives  from  the  other  House  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan,  then — 

(a)  If  no  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee,  no  other  resolu¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  same  plan  may  be  reported  or 
(despite  the  provisions  of  section  204  (a)  )  he  made  the 
subject  of  a  motion  to  discharge. 

(b)  If  a  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee — 

( 1 )  the  procedure  with  respect  to  that  or  other  res¬ 
olutions  of  such  House  with  respect  to  such  plan  which 
have  been  referred  to  committee  shall  be  the  same  as  if 
no  resolution  from  the  other  House  with  respect  to  such 
plan  had  been  received ;  but 

(2)  on  any  vote  on  final  passage  of  a  resolution  of 
the  first  House  with  respect  to  such  plan  the  resolu¬ 
tion  from  the  other  House  with  respect  to  such  plan  shall 
be  automatically  substituted  for  the  resolution  of  the 
first  House. 
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S.  540.  A  bill  to  reestablish  and  extend 
certain  rights  granted  by  Public  Law  690, 
Severity-ninth  Congress,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary^ 

S.  541.  A.bill  to  amend  the  act  entitled  ‘‘An 
act  to  recla'ssify  the  salaries  of  postmasters, 
officers,  and  employees  of  the  postal  service; 
to  establish  urilform  procedures  for  comput¬ 
ing  compensation;  and  for  other  purposes,” 
approved  July  6,  1945,  with  respect  to  clerks 
in  air-mail  field  railway  post  offices;  and 

S.  542.  A  bill  to  ariiend  the  act  of  July  6, 
1945,  as  amended,  relating  to  the  compensa¬ 
tion  of  employees  in  the  field  service  of  the 
Post  Office  Department;  to-.the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service?, 

(Mr.  O’CONOR  also  introduced  Senate  bill 
543,  to  provide  for  United  Stages  flag  ship¬ 
ping  participation  in  Governirient-financed 
cargoes,  which  was  referred  to  the  Committe 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  and 
appears  under  a  separate  heading.)  - 

By  Mr.  MORSE:  \ 

S.  544.  A  bill  to  further  amend  section 
302  (c)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended  by  section  202  (a)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1948;  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

S.  545.  A  bill  to  provide  for  Federal  partici¬ 
pation  in  rights-of-way  and  other  costs  in 
connection  with  the  authorized  local  flood 
protection  project  on  Amazon  Creek  at  and 
in  the  vicinity  of  Eugene,  Oreg.;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

FEDERAL  FUNDS  FOR  IMPROVEMENT  OF 
LOCAL  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall],  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
[Mi-.  Cordon],  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Chapman],  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone],  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver], 
and  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland],  I  introduce,  for  appropriate 
reference,  a  bill  authorizing  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  Federal  funds  to  assist  the 
States  in  improving  and  expanding  their 
local  public  health  services.  Most  Amer¬ 
icans  today  take  for  granted  their  local 
health  departments,  unaware  of  the 
shocking  deficiencies  in  health  protection 
which  result  each  year  in  200,000  needless 
deaths,  in  sickness,  poor  health,  and  tre¬ 
mendous  economic  loss. 

They  do  not  know  that  less  than 
000,000  of  our  146,000,000  people 
professional,  full-time  health  depart¬ 
ments  to  guard  their  water,  milk,  and 
meat  supplies  from  contamiijAtion,  to 
supervise  disposal  of  sewage  a.iid  garbage 
and  control  communicable  diseases. 

Forty  million  Americans/lack  the  basic 
protection  of  full-time  /health  depart¬ 
ments.  Another  85,00000  have  only  the 
dubious  protection  of  Wnderstaffed  health 
offices. 

Disease-carryin^flies,  mosquitoes,  and 
rats  cannot  be  qj&rantined.  The  germs 
in  today’s  gartjage  can  be  on  your  lunch 
tomorrow. 

Public  h0th  is  too  often  the  forlorn 
stepchild  .among  governmental  services. 
Public  Ij^alth  departments  are  too  often 
pushed' off  into  courthouse  basements  or 
attic^;  in  abandoned  schoolhouses,  or  old- 
fashioned  dwellings.  Only  one-tenth  of 
th4  local  health  departments  in  the 
United  States  have  facilities  for  carrying 


on  a  reasonably  adequate  public  health 
program. 

Health  departments  are  desperate  for 
trained,  competent  workers.  Miserably 
low  salaries  are  driving  them  into  other 
jobs.  There  has  been  a  75-percent  turn¬ 
over  among  State  health  officers  alone 
during  the  past  6  years. 

The  bill  we  are  introducing,  in  provid¬ 
ing  Federal  funds  in  aid  to  the  States, 
would  take  a  long  step  toward  helping  to 
get  enough  trained  doctors,  nurses,  and 
technicians  into  the  local  and  county 
health  departments  to  carry  on  the  greai.„ 
fight  of  preventive  medicine  against  tu¬ 
berculosis,  syphilis,  malaria,  typhoid  and 
undulant  fever,  hookworm,  pellagra,  in¬ 
fantile  paralysis,  dental  caries,  and  the 
epidemic  diseases. 

*  The  bill  would  help  provide  health  ex¬ 
aminations  for  our  children  at  the  all- 
important  preschool  age  when  so  many 
physical  defects  can  be  discovered  and 
corrected. 

The  bill,  which  gives  aid  on  the  basis 
of  need,  fully  protects  State  control  and. 
asdministration  of  health  programs  and 
has'  the  endorsement  of  the  State  and 
Territorial  Health  Officers  Association 
the  American  Public  Health  Association, 
and  the  American  Medical  Association, 
The  bill  is  sponsored  by  some  30,000  chap¬ 
ters  and  5,000,000  members  of  -the  Na¬ 
tional  Congress  of  Parents  and  Teachers.,' 

In  urging  the  bill  Mrs.  L.  W.  Hughes, 
PTA  president;  recently  deglared: 

This  Nation  is  looked  up' to  for  its  pre¬ 
eminence  in  medicirie,  sanitation,  and  cleans 
liness.  Yet  so  long  asonjfiions  of  our  people 
live  under  primitive  pujflic  health  conditions 
we  must  bow  our  heads  k  shame. 

America  has  produced  wondrous  new: 
drugs,  equipment,  and  jnethods  for 
mending  and/healing  the  human  body. 
Yet  we  neglect  to  take  the  basic  precau¬ 
tions  of  preventive  medicine  through  ad¬ 
equate  pp6lic  health  services.  We  must 
stop  thiffking  of  health  so  much  in  terms’ 
of  reipedies  and  cures,  and  begin  think¬ 
ing  primarily  in  terms  of  prevention.  , 
fenjamin  Franklin  said  nearly  200 
ars  ago  that  “public  health  is  public 
ealth.” 

This  bill  will  help  America  preserve  her 
greatest  resource — the  health  of  her  peo¬ 
ple — now  being  wasted  by  the  pennywise 
denial  of  adequate  support  for  public 
health  services. 

The  bill  (S.  522)  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Service  Act  to  authorize  assist¬ 
ance  to  States  and  political  subdivisions 
in  the  development  and  maintenance  of 
local  public  health  units,  and  for  other 
purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Hill  (for 
himself,  Mr.  Saltonstall,  Mr.  Cordon, 
Mr.  Douglas,  Mr.  Chapman,  Mr.  Smith  of 
New  Jersey,  Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Ma¬ 
lone,  Mr.  Kefauver,  and  Mr.  Knowland)  ,' 
was  read  twice  by  its  title  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  WORKS  AT 
BONNERS  FERRY,  IDAHO 

Mr.  TAYLOR.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce  for  appropriate  reference  a  bill  to 
authorize  the  construction  of  certain 
works  at  Bonners  Ferry,  Idaho,  in  the 
interest  of  flood  control  and  allied  pur¬ 
poses. 


Last  year  we  suffered  a  very  bad  flood 
in  Idaho,  and  this  year  there  is  a  heavy 
snowfall,  and  unless  action  is  taken,  I 
am  afraid  it  will  result  in  the  necessity 
for  the  expenditure  of  much  moremioney 
than  if  we  lock  the  stable  before  the 
horse  goes  out.  / 

The  bill  (S.  524)  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  certain  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  at  Bonners  Ferry,  Idaho,  in  the 
interest  of  flood  control  and  allied  pur¬ 
poses,  introduced  by /Mr.  Taylor,  was 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to 
J&fijCQttmtttee.  on  


REORGANIZATION  OF  GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  McCarthy], 
the  senior  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Hoey],  the  junior  Senator  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor],  and  myself  I 
introduce  for  appropriate  reference  a 
bill  to  provide  for  the  reorganization  of 
Government  agencies,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  in  line  with  the  message  from  the 
President  just  read.  If  enacted,  the  bill 
would  be  designated  the  “Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949.” 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  increase 
efficiency  and  economy  by  reducing  the 
number  of  Government  agencies,  elimi¬ 
nating  duplication  and  overlapping,  and 
obtaining  better  organization  of  the 
Government. 

The  bill  carries  but  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  made  to  the  Congress  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  in  the  message  which  was  read  a 
few  moments  ago,  as  well  as  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission  on  Or¬ 
ganization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of 
the  Government,  in  accordance  with  the 
letter  submitted  by  the  chairman  of  that 
Commission,  former  President  Herbert 
Hoover,  which  was  incorporated  in  the 
Record  last  week. 

Both  the  President  and  the  Commis¬ 
sion  have  advised  Congress  that  a  sim¬ 
plified  method  of  reorganization  similar 
to  that  formerly  authorized  by  the  Re¬ 
organization  Acts  - of  1939  and  1945  is 
essential  for  the  substantial  improve¬ 
ment  in  organization  of  the  Government. 
This  bill  generally  resembles  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  of  1945,  which  became 
inoperative  on  April  1,  1948,  but  it  is 
broader  in  scope,  and  is  intended  to  be 
permanent  rather  than  temporary  legis¬ 
lation. 

The  bill  empowers  the  President  to 
submit  reorganization  plans  which  be¬ 
come  effective  after  60  days  unless  re¬ 
jected  by  concurrent  resolution  of  the 
two  Houses  of  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  at  this  time 
go  into  any  further  detail  regarding  the 
bill,  but  I  should  like  to  announce  that 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments  will  schedule 
hearings  on  the  measure  at  an  early  date, 
and  we  shall  undertake  to  hear,  of 
course,  those  who  are  interested  in  the 
legislation,  especially  Members  of  the 
Senate  who  would  like  to  be  heard  on  it. 

At  this  point,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
Jthe  body  of  the  Record  the  bill  as  intro¬ 
duced,  together  with  a  statement  indl- 
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eating  that  part  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1945  which  has  been  eliminated 
from  the  bill.  It  also  indicates  new  pro¬ 
visions  included  in  the  measure  I  am 
presenting  which  were  not  in  the  1945 
act. 

I  do  this  so  that  Members  of  the  Senate 
may  easily  ascertain  by  reading  this 
material,  what  the  differences  are,  bet¬ 
ter  to  enable  them  to  prepare  any  testi¬ 
mony  they  may  wish  to  present. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  appropriately  referred,  and, 
without  objection,  the  bill,  together  with 
the  statement  by  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  526)  to  provide  for  the  re¬ 
organization  of  Government  agencies, 
and  for  other  purposes,  introduced  by 
Mr.  McClellan  (for  himself,  Mr.  East- 
land,  Mr.  McCarthy,  Mr.  Hoey,  and 
Mr.  O’Conor)  was  read  twice  by  its  title, 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  and 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc. — 

Title  I 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Reorganization  Act  of  1949.” 

NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine 
and  from  time  to  time  reexamine  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  all  agencies  of  the  Government 
and  shall  determine  what  changes  therein 
are  necessary  to  accomplish  the  following 
purposes : 

(lj  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the 
laws,  the  more  effective  management  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  and  of 
its  agencies  and  functions,  and  the  expedi¬ 
tious  administration  of  the  public  business; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote 
economy,  to  the  fullest  extent  consistent 
with  the  efficient  operation  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Government  to  the  fullest  ex¬ 
tent  practicable; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate 
agencies  and  functions  of  the  Government, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to  major  pur¬ 
poses; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  .agencies  by 
consolidating  those  having  similar  functions 
under  a  single  head,  and  to  abolish  such 
agencies  or  functions  thereof  as  may  not  be 
necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of  the 
Government;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplica¬ 
tion  of  effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public 
interest  demands  the  carrying  out  of  the 
purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  and 
that  such  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in 
great  measure  by  proceeding  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act,  and  can  be  accomplished 
more  speedily  thereby  than  by  the  enactment 
of  specific  legislation. 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  in¬ 
vestigation,  finds  that — 

(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  functions  thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction 
and  control  of  any  other  agency;  or 

(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the 
functions  of  any  agency;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  there¬ 
of,  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  other 
agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of 
any  part  of  any  agency  or  the  functions 


thereof  with  any  other  part  of  the  same 
agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to 
delegate  any  of  his  functions;  or 

(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency  which  agency  or  part  does 
not  have,  or  upon  the  taking  effect  of  the 
reorganization  plan  will  not  have,  any  func¬ 
tions,  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more 
of  the  purposes  of  section  2  (a),  he  shall 
prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the  making 
of  the  reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has 
made  findings  and  which  he  includes  in  the 
plan,  and  transmit  such  plan  (bearing  an 
identifying  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect 
to  each  reorganization  included  in  the  plan, 
he  has  found  that  such  reorganization  is 
necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  of  section  2  (a).  The  delivery  to 
both  Houses  shall  be  on  the  same  day  and 
shall  be  made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in 
session.  The  President,  in  his  message  trans¬ 
mitting  a  reorganization  “plan,  shall  specify 
with  respect  to  each  abolition  of  a  function 
included  in  the  plan  the  statutory  authority 
for  th*  exercise  of  such  function. 

OTHER  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 

Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  trans¬ 
mitted  by  the  President  under  section  3 — 

(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he 
deems  necessary,  the  name  of  any  agency 
affected  by  a  reorganization,  and  the  title 
of  its  head;  and  shall  designate  the  name 
of  any  agericy  resulting  from  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  and  the  title  of  its  head; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  ap¬ 
pointment  and  compensation  of  the  head 
and  one  or  more  other  officers  of  any  agency 
(including  an  agency  resulting  from  a  con¬ 
solidation.  or  other  type  of  reorganization) 
if  the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message 
transmitting  the  plan  declares,  that  by 
reason  of  a  reorganization  made  by  the  plan 
such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so 
provided  for  may  be  an  individual  or  may 
be  a  commission  or  board  with  two  or  more 
members.  In  the  case  of  any  such  appoint¬ 
ment  the  term  of  office  shall  not  be  fixed 
at  more  than  4  years,  the  compensation 
shall  not  be  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  that 
found  by  the  President  to  prevail  in  respect 
of  comparable  officers  in  the  executive 
branch,  and,  if  the  appointment  is  not  under 
the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con¬ 
sent  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer 
or  other  disposition  of  the  records,  property, 
and  personnel  affected  by  any  reorganization; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer 
of  such  unexpended  balances  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  of  other  funds,  available  for  use 
in  connection  with  any  function  or  agency 
affected  by  a  reorganization,  as  he  deems 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization 
for  use  in  connection  with  the  functions 
affected  by  the  reorganization,  or  for  the 
use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such 
functions  after  the  reorganization  plan  is 
effective,  but  such  unexpended  balances  so 
transferred  shall  be  used  only  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  for  which  such  appropriation  was 
originally  made; 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  winding  up 
the  affairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  5.  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide 
for,  and  no  reorganization  under  tills  act 
shall  have  the  effect  of — 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  execu¬ 
tive  department  or  all  the  functions  thereof 
or  consolidating  any  two  or  more  executive 
departments  or  all  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  tfre  pe¬ 
riod  authorized  'by  law  for  its  existence  or 
beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have  ter¬ 
minated  if  the  reorganization  had  not.  been 
made;  or 


(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the 
period  authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise,  or 
beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have  ter¬ 
minated  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been 
made;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any 
function  which  is  not  expressly  authorized 
by  law  at  the  time  the  plan  is  transmitted 
to  the  Congress;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  be¬ 
yond  that  provided  by  law  for  such  office;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with 
any  other  agency  the  municipal  government 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  all  those  func¬ 
tions  thereof  which  are  subject  to  this  act, 
or  abolishing  said  government  or  all  said 
functions. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise 
provided  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section,  the  provisions  of  the  reorganization 
plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration 
of  the  first  period  of  60  calendar  days,  of 
continuous  session  of  the  Congress,  follow¬ 
ing  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is  transmitted 
to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of  trans¬ 
mittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  60-day  pe¬ 
riod  there  has  not  been  passed  by  the  two 
Houses  a  concurrent  resolution  stating  in 
substance  sha.t  the  Congress  does  not  favor 
the  reorganization  plan. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of 
the  Congress  sine  die;  but 

(2)  in  the  computation  of  the  60-day  pe¬ 
riod  there  shall  be  excluded  the  days  on 
which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  3  days  to 
a  day  certain;  except  that  if  a  resolution 
(as  defined  in  section  202)  with  respect  to 
such  reorganization  plan  has  been  passed 
by  one  House  and  sent  to  the  other,  no 
exclusion  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  made 
by  reason  of  adjournments  of  the  first  House 
taken  thereafter. 

(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under 
provisions  contained  in  the  plan,  be  made 
operative  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on 
which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

DEFINITION  OF  “AGENCY” 

Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  act,  the  term 
“agency”  means  any  executive  department, 
commission,  council,  independent  establish¬ 
ment,  Government  corporation,  board,  bu¬ 
reau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  author¬ 
ity,  administration,  or  other  establishment, 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government, 
and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  except  the  courts  thereof.  Such  term 
does  not  include  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  or  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  Office,  which  are  a  part  of  the  legislative 
branch  of  the  Government. 

MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 

S£c.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  act  the 
term  “reorganization”  means  any  transfer, 
consolidation,  coordination,  authorization,  or 
abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and 
any  regulation  or  other  action  made,  pre¬ 
scribed,  issued,  granted,  or  performed  in 
respect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function 
affected  by  a  reorganization  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act,  before  the  effective  date 
of  such  reorganization,  shall,  except  to  the 
extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or 
made  inapplicable  by  or  under  authority  of 
law  or  by  the  abolition  of  a  function,  have 
the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had 
not  been  made;  but  where  any  such  statute, 
regulation,  or  other  action  has  vested  the 
function  in  the  agency  from  which  it  is  re¬ 
moved  under  the  plan,  such  function  shall, 
insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan 
becomes  effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in 
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the  agency  under  which  the  function  Is 
placed  by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  the  term  “regulation  or  other  action” 
means  any  regulation,  rule,  order,  policy, 
determination,  directive,  authorization,  per¬ 
mit,  privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or 
other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
lawfully  commenced  by  or  against  the  head 
of  any  agency  or  other  officer  of  the  United 
States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation 
to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall 
abate  by  reason  of  the  taking  effect  of  any 
reorganization  plan  under  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or 
supplemental  petition  filed  at  any  time 
within  12  months  after  such  reorganization 
plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a 
survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  pro¬ 
ceeding  to  obtain  a  settlement  of  the  ques¬ 
tions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be  main¬ 
tained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such 
head  or  officer  under  the  reorganization 
effected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there  be  no  such 
successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer  as 
the  President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of 
appropriations  unexpended  by  reason  of  the 
operation  of  this  act  shall  not  be  used  for 
any  purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OP  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which 
shall  take  effect  shall  be  printed  in  the 
Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same  volume  as 
the  public  laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

Title  II 

Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this 
title  are  enacted  by  the  Congress: 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making 
power  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  they 
shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of 
each  House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only 
with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed 
in  such  House  in  the  case  of  resolutions  (as 
defined  in  Bee.  202);  and  such  rules  shall 
supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that 
they  are  inconsistent  therewith;  and 

(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitu¬ 
tional  right  of  either  House  to  change  such 
rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  in 
such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case 
of  any  other  rule  of  such  House. 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term 
“resolution”  means  only  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the 
matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is 
as  follows;  “That  the  Congress  does  not  favor 
the  reorganization  plan  numbered 
transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  President  on 
,  19  ”,  the  blank  spaces  therein 
being  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  in¬ 
clude  a  concurrent  resolution  which  speci¬ 
fies  more  than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan'  shall  be  referred  to  a 
committee  (and  all  resolutions  with  respect 
to  the  same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the 
same  committee)  by  the  President  of  the 
Senate  or  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which 
has  been  referred  a  resolution  with  respect 
to  a  reorganization  plan  has  not  reported  it 
before  the  expiration  of  10  calendar  days 
after  its  introduction  (or,  in  the  case  of  a 
resolution  received  from  the  other  House,  10 
calendar  days  after  its  receipt) ,  it  shall  then 
(but  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move  either 
to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  such  resolution,  or  to  discharge 
the  committee  from  further  consideration  of 
any  other  resolution  with  respect  to  such 
reorganization  plan  which  has  been  referred 
to  the  committee. 


(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a 
person  favoring  the  resolution,  shall  be 
highly  privileged  (except  that  it  may  not  be 
made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a 
resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan),  and  debate  thereon  shall  be 
limited  to  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  those  favoring  and  those  op¬ 
posing  the  resolution.  No  amendment  to 
such  motion  shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall 
not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or 
disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed 
to  or  disagreed  to,  such  motion  may  not  be 
renewed,  nor  may  another  motion  to  dis¬ 
charge  the  committee  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  other  resolution  with  respect  to  the 
same  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  re¬ 
ported,  or  has  been  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to 
a  reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time 
thereafter  be  in  order  (even  though  a  previ¬ 
ous  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  dis¬ 
agreed  to)  to  move  to  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion 
shall  be  highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be 
debatable.  No  amendment  to  such  motion 
shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order 
to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be 
limited  to  not  to  exceed  10  hours,  which  shall 
be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring 
and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  A  mo¬ 
tion  further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  de¬ 
batable.  No  amendment  to,  or  motion  to 
recommit,  the  resolution  shall  be  in  order, 
and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  recon¬ 
sider  the  vote  by  which  the  resolution  is 
agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone  made 
with  respect  to  the  discharge  from  commit¬ 
tee,  or  the  consideration  of,  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and 
all  motions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  other  business,  shall  be  decided  without 
debate. 

(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the 
Chair  relating  to  the  application  of  the  rules 
of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure 
relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  shall  be  decided  without 
debate. 

Sec.  207.  If,  prior  to  the  passage  by  one 
House  of  a  resolution  of  that  House  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  such  House 
receives  from  the  other  House  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan,  then — 

(a)  If  no  resolution  of  the  first  House  with 
respect  to  such  plan  has  been  referred  to 
committee,  no  other  resolution  with  respect 
to  the  same  plan  may  be  reported  or  (de¬ 
spite  the  provisions  of  sec.  204  (a) )  be  made 
the  subject  of  a  motion  to  discharge. 

(b)  If  a  resolution  of  the  first  House  with 
respect  to  such  plan  has  been  referred  .to 
committee — 

(1)  the  procedure  with  respect  to  that  or 
other  resolutions  of  such  House  with  respect 
to  such  plan  which  have  been  referred  to 
committee  shall  be  the  same  as  if  no  resolu¬ 
tion  from  the  other  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  had  been  received;  but 
'  (2)  on  any  vote  on  final  passage  of  a  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to  such 
plan  the  resolution  from  the  other  House 
with  respect  to  such  plan  shall  be  auto¬ 
matically  substituted  for  the  resolution  of 
the  first  House. 

The  statement  presented  by  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  McClellan 

DRAFT  OF  BILL  ON  EXECUTIVE  REORGANIZATION 

There  is  shown  below  a  comparison  be¬ 
tween  the  text  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1945  (59  Stat.  613)  and  the  currently  pro- 
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posed  draft  bill  (S.  526)  on  executive  reor¬ 
ganization.  The  black  bracketed  text  was 
included  in  the  1945  act  but  is  not  retained 
in  the  current  bill;  and  the  italic  text  is 
*  included  in  the  new  bill  but  was  not  included 
in  the  1945  act. 

By  Senator  McClellan  (for  himself  and  on 
behalf  of  Senators  Eastland,  Hoey,  McCar¬ 
thy,  and  O’Conor)  : 

“A  bill  (S.  526)  to  provide  for  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  Government  agencies,  and  for  other 
pul-poses 

“Be  it  enacted,  etc. — 

“Title  I 

"SHORT  TITLE 

“Section  1.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the 
'Reorganization  Act  of  [1945.’]  1949.’ 

“NEED  for  reorganizations 
“Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine 
and  from  time  to  time  reexamine  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  all  agencies  of  the  Government 
and  shall  determine  what  changes  therein 
are  necessary  to  accomplish  the  following 
purposes : 

“(1)  to  [facilitate  orderly  transition  from 
war  to  peace;]  promote  the  better  execution 
of  the  laws,  the  more  effective  management 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  of  its  agencies  and  functions,  and  the  ex¬ 
peditious  administration  of  the  public  busi¬ 
ness; 

“(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote 
economy  to  the  fullest  extent  consistent  with 
the  efficient  operation  of  the  Government; 

“(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  oper¬ 
ations  of  the  Government  to  the  fullest  ex¬ 
tent  practicable  [within  the  revenues]; 

“(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate 
agencies  and  functions  of  the  Government, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to  major 
purposes; 

“(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by 
consolidating  those  having  similar  functions 
under  a  single  head,  and  to  abolish  such 
agencies  or  functions  thereof  as  may  not  be 
necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of  the 
Government;  and 

“(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  dupli¬ 
cation  of  effort. 

"(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  demands  the  carrying  out  of  the 
purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  and  that 
such  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in  great 
measure  by  proceeding  under  the  provisions 
of  this  act,  and  can  be  accomplished  more 
speedily  thereby  than  by  the  enactment  of 
specific  legislation. 

“[(e)  It  is  the  expectation  of  the  Congress 
that  the  transfers,  consolidations,  coordina¬ 
tions,  and  abolitions  under  this  act  shall  ac¬ 
complish  an  over-all  reduction  of  at  least  25 
percent  in  the  administrative  costs  of  the 
agency  or  agencies  affected.] 

“REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

“Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  in¬ 
vestigation,  finds  that — 

“(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  functions  thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction 
and  control  of  any  other  agency;  or 

“(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the 
functions  of  any  agency;  or 

“(3)'  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
thereof,  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
other  agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 
“(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of 
any  part  of  any  agency  or  the  functions 
thereof  with  any  other  part  of  the  same 
agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

“(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to 
delegate  any  of  his  functions;  or 

“(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  any  agency  which  agency  or  part  does 
not  have,  or  upon  the  taking  effect  of  the 
[reorganizations  specified  in  the]  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  will  not  have,  any  functions, 
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Is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  of  section  2  (a),  he  shall  prepare  a 
reorganization  plan  for  the  making  of  the 
[transfers,  consolidations,  coordinations,  and 
abolitions,]  reorganizations  as  to  which  he 
has  made  findings  and  which  he  includes  in ' 
the  plan,  and  transmit  such  plan  (bearing 
an  identifying  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect 
to  each  [transfer,  consolidation,  coordination, 
or  abolition  referred  to  In  paragraph  (1) ,  (2) , 
(3),  (4),  or  (5)  of  this  section  and  specified] 
reorganization  included  In  the  plan,  he  has 
found  that  such  [transfer,  consolidation,  co¬ 
ordination,  or  abolition]  reorganization  is 
necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  of  section  2  (a).  The  delivery  to 
both  Houses  shall  be  on  the  same  day  and 
shall  be  made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in 
session.  The  President,  in  his  message  trans¬ 
mitting  a  reorganization  plan,  shall  specify 
with  respect  to  each  abolition  of  a  function 
[specified]  included  in  the  plan  the  statutory 
authority  for  the  exercise  of  such  function. 

‘‘OTHER  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 

“Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  trans¬ 
mitted  by  the  President  under  section  3 — 

“ (l )  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems 
necessary,  the  name  of  any  agency  affected 
by  a  reorganization,  and  the  title  of  its  head; 
and  shall  designate  the  name  of  any  agency 
resulting  from  a  reorganization  and  the  title 
of  its  head; 

“(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  ap¬ 
pointment  and  compensation  of  the  head  and 
one  or  more  [assistant  heads]  other  officers 
of  any  agency  (including  an  agency  resulting 
from  a  consolidation  or  other  type  of  reor¬ 
ganization)  if  the  President  finds,  and  in 
his  message  transmitting  the  plan  declares, 
that  by  reason  of  [transfers,  consolidations, 
and  coordinations  made  by  the  plan,  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  and  duties  of  such  head  are  of 
such  nature  as  to  require  such  action]  a  re¬ 
organization  made  by  the  plan  such  pro¬ 
visions  are  necessary.  The  head  so  provided 
for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  com¬ 
mission  or  board  with  two  or  more  members. 
In  the  case  of  any  such  appointment  the 
term  of  office  shall  not  be  fixed  at  more  than 
4  years,  the  compensation  shall  not  be  at  a 
rate  in  excess  of  [$10,000  per  annum,]  that 
found  by  the  President  to  prevail  in  respect 
of  comparable  officers  in  the  executive 
branch,  and,  if  the  appointment  is  not  under 
the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by  the 
President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  con¬ 
sent  of  the  Senate; 

“(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer 
or  other  disposition  of  the  records,  property, 
and  personnel  affected  by  any  [transfer,  con¬ 
solidation,  coordination,  or  abolition]  reor¬ 
ganization;  t 

“(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer 
of  such  unexpended  balances  of  appropri¬ 
ations,  and  of  other  funds,  available  for  use 
in  comiection  with  any  function  or  agency 
[transferred,  consolidated,  or  coordinated,] 
affected  by  a  reorganization,  as  he  deems 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  [transfer,  consoli¬ 
dation,  or  coordination]  reorganization  for 
use  in  connection  with  the  [transferred,  con¬ 
solidated,  or  coordinated]  functions  affected 
by  the  reorganization,  or  for  the  use  of  the 
agency  [to  which  the  transfer  is  made,] 
which  shall  have  such  functions  after  the 
reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such 
unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be 
used  only  for  the-  purposes  for  which  such 
appropriation  was  originally  made; 

“(5)  shall  make  provision  for  winding  up 
the  affiairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 
“limitations  on  powers  with  respect  to 

REORGANIZATIONS 

“Sec.  5.  [(a)]  No  reorganization  plan  shall 
provide  for,  and  no  reorganization  under  this 
act  shall  have  the  effect  of — 

“(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive 
department  or  all  the  functions  thereof  or 
[establishing  any  new  executive  department; 


or]  consolidating  any  two  or  more  executive 
departments  or  all  the  functions  thereof;  or 

“[(2)  changing  the  name  of  any  executive 
department  or  the  title  of  its  head,  or  desig¬ 
nating  any  agency  as  ‘Department’  or  its  head 
as  ‘Secretary’;  or] 

“[(3)]  (2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond 
the  period  authorized  by  law  for  its  exist¬ 
ence  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have 
terminated  if  the  reorganization  had  not 
been  made;  or 

“[(4)]  (3)  continuing  any  function  be¬ 
yond  the  period  authorized  by  law  for  its  ex¬ 
ercise,  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have 
terminated  [if  the  reorganization  had  not 
been  made,  or  beyond  the  time  when  the 
agepcy  in  which  it  was  vested  before  the  reor¬ 
ganization  would  have  terminated]  if  the  re¬ 
organization  had  not  been  made;  or 

“[(5)]  (4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  ex¬ 
ercise  any  function  which  is  not  expressly 
authorized  by  law  at  the  time  the  plan  is 
transmitted  to  the  Congress;  or 

“[(6)  imposing,  in  connection  with  the  ex¬ 
ercise  of  any  quasi-judicial  or  quasi-legisla¬ 
tive  function  possessed  by  an  independent 
agency,  any  greater  limitation  upon  the  ex¬ 
ercise  of  independent  judgment  and  discre¬ 
tion,  to  the  full  extent  authorized  by  law,  in 
the  carrying  out  of  such  function,  than  ex¬ 
isted  with  respect  to  the  exercise  of  such 
function  by  the  agency  in  which  it  was  vested 
prior  to  the  taking  effect  of  such  reorganiza¬ 
tion;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not 
prevent  the  abolition  of  any  such  func¬ 
tion;  or] 

"[( 7)  ]  ( 5 )  increasing  the  term  of  any  office 
beyond  that  provided  by  law  for  such  office 
[.]  ;  or 

“(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with 
any  other  agency  the  municipal  government 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  all  those  func¬ 
tions  thereof  which  are  subject  to  this  Act, 
or  abolishing  said  government  or  all  said 
functions. 

“[(b)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide 
for  any  reorganization  affecting  any  agency 
named  below  in  this  subsection;  except  that 
this  prohibition  shall  not  apply  to  the  trans¬ 
fer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of,  or  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
of,  any  agency  not  so  named.  No  reorgani¬ 
zation  contained  in  any  reorganization  plan 
shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is 
in  violation  of  this  subsection.  The  agencies 
above  referred  to  in  this  subsection  are  as 
follows;  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
Federal  Trade  CommlssiQn,  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission,  National  Mediation 
Board,  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board, 
and  Railroad  Retirement  Board.] 

“[(e)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide 
for  any  reorganization  affecting  any  civil 
function  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the 
United  States  Army,  or  of  its  head,  or  affect¬ 
ing  such  Corps  or  its  head  with  respect  to  any 
such  civil  function.  No  reorganization  con¬ 
tained  in  any  reorganization  plan  shall  take 
effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  this  subsection.] 

‘‘[(d)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide 
for  a  reorganization  affecting  any  agency 
named  below  in  this  subsection  if 'it  also  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  reorganization  which  does  not  af¬ 
fect  such  agency;  except  that  this  prohibition 
shall  not  apply  to  the  transfer  to  such  agency 
of  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any  agency  not 
so  named.  No  reorganization  contained  in 
any  reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the 
reorganization  plan  is  in  violation  of  this 
subsection.  The  agencies  above  referred  to 
in  this  subsection  are  as  follows;  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  Federal  De¬ 
posit  Insurance  Corporation,  United  States 
Tariff  Commission,  and  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration.] 

“[(e)  If,  since  January  1,  1945,  Congress 
has  by  law  established  the  status  of  any 
agency  in  relation  to  other  agencies  or  trans¬ 


ferred  any  function  to  any  agency,  no  re¬ 
organization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no 
reorganization  under  this  act  shall  have  the 
effect  of,  changing  the  status  of  such  agency 
in  relation  to  other  agencies  or  of  abolishing 
any  such  transferred  function  or  providing 
for  its  exercise  by  or  under  the  supervision 
of  any  other  agency.] 

“((f)  No  reorganization  specified  in  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  shall  take  effect  unless  the 
plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress  before 
April  1,  1948.] 

“TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATIONS 

“Sec.  6.  (a)  [The  reorganizations  specified 
in  the  plan  shall  take  effect  in  accordance 
with  the  plan]  Except  as  may  be  otherwise 
provided  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section,  the  provisions  of  the  reorganization 
plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of 
the  first  period  of  60  calendar  days,  of  con¬ 
tinuous  session  of  the  Congress,  following 
the  date  on  which  the  plan  is  transmitted  to 
it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of  trans¬ 
mittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  60-day 
period  there  has  not  been  passed  by  the  two 
Houses  a  concurrent  resolution  stating  in 
substance  that  the  Congress  does  not  favor 
the  reorganization  plan. 

“(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

“(1)  continuity  of  sessions  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of 
the  Congress  sine  die;  but 

“(2)  in  the  computation  of  the  60-day 
period  there  shall  be  excluded  the  days  on 
which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  3  days 
to  a  day  certain;  except  that  if  a  resolution 
(as  defined  in  section  202)  with  respect  to 
such  reorganization  plan  has  been  passed 
by  one  House  and  sent  to  the  other,  no 
exclusion  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  made 
by  reason  of  adjournments  of  the  first  House 
taken  thereafter. 

“(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may.  under 
provisions  contained  in  the  plan,  be  made 
operative  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on 
which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

“DEFINITION  OF  ‘AGENCY’ 

“Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  act,  tire  term 
‘agency’  means  any  executive  department, 
commission,  council,  independent  establish¬ 
ment,  Government  corporation  [wholly  or 
partly  owned  by  the  United  States  which  is 
an  instrumentality  of  the  United  States], 
boar  d,  bureau,  division,  service,  office,  officer, 
authority,  administration,  or  other  estab¬ 
lishment,  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  [.],  and  means  also  any  and 
all  parts  of  the  municipal  government  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  except  the  courts 
thereof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  or 
the  General  Accounting  Office,  which  are  a 
part  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government. 

“MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 

“Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  act  the 
term  “ reorganization ”  means  any  trans¬ 
fer,  consolidation,  coordination,  [abolition, 
change,  or  designation  of  name  or  title,  dis¬ 
position,  winding  up  of  affairs,  or  provision 
for  the  appointment  and  compensation  of  the 
head  or  assistant  heads  of  an  agency,]  au¬ 
thorization,  or  abolition,  referred  to  in  sec¬ 
tion  3.  [or  4,  shall  be  deemed  a  “reorganiza¬ 
tion”.] 

“SAVING  PROVISIONS 

“Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and' 
any  regulation  or  other  action  made,  pre¬ 
scribed,  issued,  granted,  or  performed  in  re¬ 
spect  o^or  by  any  agency  or  function  [trans¬ 
ferred  to,  or  consolidated  or  coordinated  with, 
any  other  agency  or  function]  affected  by  a 
reorganization  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  [trans¬ 
fer,  consolidation,  or  coordination,]  reorgan¬ 
ization,  shall,  except  to  the  extent  rescinded, 
modified,  superseded,  or  made  inapplicable  by 
or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  315 


1949 

of  a  function,  have  the  same  effect  as  If  such 
[transfer,  consolidation,  or  coordination!  re¬ 
organization  had  not  been  made;  but  where 
any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action 
has  vested  [functions]  the  function  in  the 
agency  from  which  [the  transfer  is  made]  if 
is  removed  under  the  plan,  such  [functions] 
function  shall,  insofar  as  [they  are]  it  is  to 
be  exercised  after  the  [transfer,]  plan  be¬ 
comes  effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in  the 
agency  [to  which  the  transfer  is  made  under 
the  plan.]  under  which  the  function  is  placed 
by  the  plan. 

“(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  the  term  “regulation  or  other  action” 
means  any  regulation,  rule,  order,  policy,  de¬ 
termination,  directive,  authorization,  permit, 
privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or  other 
action. 

"(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
lawfully  commenced  by  or  against  the  head 
of  any  agency  or  other  officer  of  the  United 
States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation 
to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall 
abate  by  reason  of  the  taking  effect  of  any 
reorganization  plan  under  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or 
supplemental  petition  filed  at  any  time  with¬ 
in  12  months  after  such  reorganization  plan 
takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a  sur¬ 
vival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
to  obtain  a  settlement  of  the  questions  in¬ 
volved,  allow  the  same  to  be  maintained  by 
or  against  the  successor  of  such  head  or  offi¬ 
cer  under  the  reorganization  [so]  effected  by 
such  plan  or,  if  there  be  no  such  successor, 
against  such  agency  or  officer  as  the  President 
shall  designate. 

“unexpended  appropriations 

“Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of 
appropriations  unexpended  by  reason  of  the 
operation  of  this  act  shall  not  be  used  for 
any  purpose,  but  shall  be  Impounded  and  re¬ 
turned  to  the  Treasury. 

“printing  of  reorganization  plans 

“Sec.  11.  [If  the  reorganizations  specified 
in  a]  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall 
take  effect  [,  the  reorganization  plan]  shall 
be  printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  In  the 
same  volume  as  the  public  laws,  and  shall  be 
printed  in  the  Federal  Register. 

"title  n 

Note. — The  text  of  title  Il  of  the  currently 
proposed  bill  is  the  same  as  the  text  of  title 
II  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1945,  ap¬ 
proved  December  20,  1945,  59  Stat.  613.  That 
title  prescribes  the  procedure  by  which  the 
two  Houses  of  Congress  consider  and  dispose 
of  reorganization  plans. 

PROMOTION  OF  MAXIMUM  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  BARKLEY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  a  bill  which  I  and  a  number 
of  other  Senators  introduced  in  tjse  last 
Congress.  It  was  then  Senate  bill  1652. 
The  bill  is  to  promote  maximum  employ¬ 
ment,  business  opportunities, /fad  careers 
in  a  free-enterprise  country/  It  has  par¬ 
ticular  reference  to  thejyelfare  of  vet¬ 
erans.  I  shall  not  read'  the  names  of 
Senators  whose  name£  appear  on  the 
bill  as  sponsors.  T,fte  names  of  some 
Senators  \yho  were„dn  the  bill  in  the  last 
Congress  also  appear  on  the  present  bill 
as  sponsors.  There  are  quite  a  number 
of  sponsors  of  <fhe  present  bill  who  were 
Members  of  , the  last  Senate.  In  addi¬ 
tion  the  names  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Maybank],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  appear  on  the  bill.  On  behalf 
of  myself  and  the  other  Senators  who 
axe  sponsors  of  it,  I  introduce  the  bill 
and  ask  for  its  appropriate  reference. 


The  bill  (S.  529)  to  promote  maximum 
employment,  business  opportunities,  and 
careers  in  a  free  competitive  economy, 
introduced  by  Mr.  Barkley  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Bridges,  Mr.  Maybank,  Mr.  Johnson 
.of  Colorado,  Mr.  Kefauver,  Mr.  Butler, 
Mr.  Cain,  Mr.  Cafehart,  Mr.  Eastland, 
Mr.  Fulbright,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Jenner,  Mr. 
McGrath,  Mr.  Knowland,  Mr.  Martin, 
Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Flanders,  Mr.  Ferguson, 
and  Mr.  Green  was  read  twice  by  its 
title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

SUPPORT  PRICE  OF  MILK 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce  a  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  support  the  price  of  milk 
at  not  less  than  90  percent  of  parity  as 
the  law  provides,  and  I  ask  that  it  be 
appropriately  referred.  The  bill  covers 
all  milk,  regardless  of  ultimate  use. 

The  bill  (S.  538)  to  direct  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  support  the  price 
of  milk  at  not  less  than  90  percent  of 
parity,  introduced  by  Mr.  Wiley,  was 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry.  / 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  tomake  a  brief  statement  as  to  why 
I  am  Introducing  this  bill,  whiph,  in¬ 
cidentally,  is  a  companion  measure  to  a 
bill  already  introduced  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  (H.  R.  1332)  by- my  able 
colleague  from  Wisconsin,  Representa¬ 
tive  Reid  F.  Murray. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  Senator  may  proceed. 

DECLINE  OF  SqLX  PRICES 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  as  every- 
i  one  who  has  been  following  the  farm 
situation  knows  milk  prltes  have  been 
gradually  falling,  and  the  health  of  the 
dairy  segment  of  our  economy  is  in 
jeopardy.  When  the  agricultural  sec¬ 
tion  of  oUr  economy  becomes  impaired, 

‘  the  whole  economy  feels  the  impact;  and 
is  impaired.  It  is  just  common  Sense 
tha V  we  begin  to  think  of  our  owft/a 
little  bit,  as  well  as  responding  to  o® 
obligations  in  relation  to  our  neighbors' 
in  foreign  lands.  We  have  heard  a  lot 
of  discussion  lately  in  relation  to  making 
sure  that  we  do  not  go  into  an  economic 
tailspin.  The  sort  of  measure  which  I 
am  introducing  today,  if  it  became  law, 
would  stop  the  tailspinning  of  a  very 
important  section  of  our  economy.  While 
my  own  State  is  50-percent  agricultural, 
the  production  of  milk  is  the  main  ele¬ 
ment  in  its  agricultural  program. 

But  the  subject  of  this  bill  is  not  a  par¬ 
tisan  matter,  or  just  a  State-wide  or  re¬ 
gional  matter.  It  is  a  subject  that  calls 
for  earnest  consideration  by  every  think¬ 
ing  legislator.  Most  of  the  170,000  dairy 
farms  in  my  State  are  relatively  small  in 
size.  As  a  consequence,  they  have  not 
gbtten  the  benefits  of  a  large-scale  pro¬ 
duction  as  have  the  growers  of  wheat,  for 
example,  as  has  been  true  of  the  big 
farms  in  some  other  States. 

The  dairy  farmer’s  income  has  been 
increasingly  limited,  and  his  lot  has 
been  helped  only  where  huhas  been  for¬ 
tunate  enough  to  have  a  large  family  to 
help  him  meet  the  problems  of  the  labor 
shortage  and  the  high  costs  of  labor.  But 


with  the  high  costs  of  feed  and  fertilizer, 
the  high  costs  of  machinery,  and  other 
supplies,  his  net  income  has  been  rela¬ 
tively  low.  Throughout  the  war  ye'ars, 
by  working  extended  hours,  he  arid  his 
wife  and  children  have  been  able  to  make 
a  go  of  it,  to  purchase  high-priced  ma¬ 
chinery  in  many  instances. 

I  may  say,  Mr.  President,- that  when  I 
left  Wisconsin  last  fall  I  paid  $2,600  for  a 
tractor,  with  a  little  addition,  which  in 
1939  could  have  been,  bought  for  $900. 
That  is  a  slight  indication  of  what  is 
happening. 

I  may  divert  from  my  prepared  re¬ 
marks  for  a  moment  to  say  that,  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  general  price  of  milk  in  Wis¬ 
consin,  the  farmer  is  getting  about  7  cents 
a  quart,  but,  of  course,  the  consumer  is 
paying  anywhere  from  19  to  21  cents  for 
the  same  milk.  The  people  of  the  United 
States  were  sold  a  bill  of  goods  in  the  last 
campaign,  particularly  when  a  certain 
group  tried  to  make  out  that  the  farmer 
was  getting  the  big  end  of  the  deal.  The 
very  milk  which  is  produced  and  sold  at 
a  little  over  7  cents  a  quart,  in  less  than 
2  or  3  hours  reaches  the  housewife,  and 
the  price  then  is  from  19  to  21  cents  a 
quart. 

During  the  war  years,  about  which  1’ 
have  been  speaking,  we  have  seen  a  de¬ 
pletion  in  the  soil  on  the  farm  and  a 
depreciation  in  the  farmers’  houses  and 
barns  and  sheds.  They  have  deterio¬ 
rated  because  the  farmers  have  not  been 
able  to  keep  them  up,  first,  because  it 
was  not  possible  to  get  the  labor  neces¬ 
sary;  second,  the  farmer  could  not  get 
the  material;  and,  third,  he  did  not  have 
the  time  to  do  the  necessary  work.  So, 
if  farming  is  to  continue,  the  farmer 
must  have  sufficient  income  to  meet  the 
costs  entailed  in  rebuilding  his  soil  and 
repairing  his  home.  Otherwise  there 
will  be  a  continued  exodus  from  the 
farms,  with  the  result  which  may  be 
expected. 

As  I  have  said,  in  my  own  State  50 
percent  of  the  income  of  the  common¬ 
wealth  depends  upon  agriculture.  The 
economic  life  of  the  villages  and  cities 
.depends  upon  the  purchasing  power  of 
'the  farmers,  and  if  we  permit  the  con¬ 
dition  of  the  farms  to  deteriorate,  we 
wilKfeap  the  whirlwind. 

Dangers  of  drop  in  farm  income 

If  aih  cannot  be  given  the  farmers,  it 
will  be  found  that  the  milk-cow  herds 
will  gradually  be  reduced  further  in 
numbers,  arid  with  that  reduction  will 
come  also  further  depletion  in  the  soil 
and  further  depletion  of  the  beef  sup¬ 
ply  of  the  Nation.  It  is  not  generally 
known  that  a  largo,  portion  of  the  meat 
supply  of  this  country  comes  from  these 
very  dairy  farms.  More  than  40  percent 
of  that  supply  comes  from  that  source. 
We  think  of  it  as  coming  from  the  plains 
of  the  West,  but  more  than  40  percent 
comes  from  these  very  dairy,  cows. 

Mr.  President,  let  us  remehaber  that 
the  dairy  industry  is  the  largest  single 
source  of  farm  income.  This  very  in¬ 
dustry,  the  dairy  industry,  supplies,  ap¬ 
proximately  40  percent  of  our  beef  and 
veal,  as  well  as  all  our  milk.  The  dairy 
farmers  of  America  have  indicated  in  no 
uncertain  terms  that  they  are  not  going 
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to  stand  idly  by  and  allow  their  prices  to 
go\through  the  floor,  or  see  the  days 
brought  back  when  they  had  to  dump 
milk  Arom  trucks  onto  the  road  because 
they  cduld  not  get  a  fair  price  for  the 
so-called -.surplus  milk  they  were  pro¬ 
ducing.  \ 

Not  only  the  farmers,  but  the  business¬ 
men,  tradesmen,  professional  men,  and 
bankers  in  villages  and  in  the  cities  of 
the  States  where  milk  is  produced,  are 
clearly  concerned  over  this  situation.  A 
threat  to  the  farmens  income  is  a  threat 
to  everyone’s  income,  because  he  is  the 
greatest  buyer  and  purchaser  of  the 
things  labor  produces.  It  is  imperative, 
Mr.  President,  that  we  do  not  allow  the 
whittling  away  of  the  farmers’  income. 

The  farmer  asks  no  more  than  the  cost 
of  production  plus  a  reasonable  profit. 
He  asks  no  more  than  fair  price\in  re¬ 
turn  for  his  back-breaking  toil,  'ge  is 
entitled  to  fair  prices,  and  this  bill'  will 
help  assure  such  prices  for  him. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  follow¬ 
ing  my  remarks  a  short  article  from  a 
Wisconsin  newspaper,  entitled  “The 
Milk  Market,”  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

THE  MILK  MARKET 

The  Wisconsin  milk  market  is  wavering 
uncertainly,  and  farmers  and  their  leaders 
are  angrily  worried  about  it.  Last  July  the 
average  price  paid  Wisconsin  producers  for 
milk  going  into  all  uses  was  $4.43  per  hun¬ 
dredweight.  In  December  the  price  had  de¬ 
clined  to  $3.65.  Farmers  wondered  about 
the  future  market,  as  they  studied  their 
production  plans  and  problems  for  the  new 
year. 

From  the  Pure  Milk  Products  Cooperative, 
one  of  the  State’s  largest  and  most  enter¬ 
prising,  came  a  resentful  blast  about  the 
price  trend.  Said  W.  O.  Perdue,  of  Fond  du 
Lac,  cooperative  manager:  “There  is  no  sound 
reason  for  today’s  low  price  paid  to  farmers 
for  manufactured  milk.  Consumer  demands 
remain  firm.  National  income  is  still  at  a 
record  high.  *  *  *  It  leads  us  to  be¬ 

lieve  there  has  been  a  great  harvest  for  the 
speculator — at  the  expense  of  the  farmer.” 

The  cooperative  and  its  members  pro¬ 
duce  largely  for  the  evaporated  milk  mar¬ 
ket,  which  has  been  shaky  of  late.  Perdue 
said  the  cooperative  would  renew  its  efforts 
to  obtain  a  Federal  evaporated  milk  market 
order  under  which  the  producers  would  have 
a  part  in  establishing  prices. 

UNITED  STATES  FLAG  SHIPPING  PARTICI¬ 
PATION  IN  GOVERNMENT- FINANCED 

CARGOES  / 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce  for  appropriate  reference  a  bill 
to  provide  for  a  United  States  flag  ship¬ 
ping  participation  in  Government- 
financed  cargoes,  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  statement  by  me  explain¬ 
ing  the  bill  may  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred,  ancLAvithout  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  presented  by  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The^ill  (S.  543)  to  provide  for  United 
Stated  flag  shipping  participation  in 
Government-financed  cargoes,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  O’Conor,  was  read  twice 
py  its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 


tee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce. 

The  statement  was  ordered  to  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  O’CONOR  RE  INTRODUC¬ 
TION  OF  LEGISLATION  PROVIDING  FOR  UNITED 

STATES  FLAG  SHIPPING  PARTICIPATION  IN  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT-FINANCED  CARGOES 

Recently  the  Administrator  for  ECA,  Mr. 
Paul  G.  Hoffman,  announced  his  intention 
no  longer  to  require  that  50  percent  of  the 
ECA  bulk  cargoes  be  carried  on  United  States 
flag  ships  unless  such  ships  are  available  at 
competitive  rates.  I  believe  that  under  ex¬ 
isting  circumstances  this  action  is  ill-ad¬ 
vised. 

The  American  people  are  making  tremen¬ 
dous  sacrifices  to  supply  aid  to  the  countries 
of  western  Europe  whose  economy  has  been 
disrupted  by  the  ravages  of  war.  It  is  essen¬ 
tial,  of  course,  that  the  great  sums  of  money 
appropriated  for  this  purpose  be  handled  in 
accordance  with  good  business  practices. 
And  unquestionably  the  Administrator  is 
acting  in  conformance  with  the  Economic 
Cooperation  Act  of  1948,  which  provides  that 
he  shall  assure,  so  far  as  is  practicable,  that 
at  least  50  percent  of  the  gross  tonnage  of 
^  commodities  purchased  within  the  United 
States  out  of  ECA  funds  shall  be  transported 
on  United  States  flag  vessels  to  the  extent 
such  vessels  are  available  at  market  rates. 

While  understanding  the  reasons  prompt¬ 
ing  the  Administrator’s  position,  we  must 
not  forget  that  there  is  even  more  urgency 
in  the  protests  that  have  been  raised  against 
ECA’s  contemplated  reduction  in  shipping  in 
American  bottoms.  It  is  of  the  greatest  im¬ 
portance  to  our  country  that  the  American 
merchant  marine  be  maintained  on  a  level 
necessary  for  the  conduct  of  America’s  busi¬ 
ness  throughout  the  world.  We  cannot,  in 
reason,  provide  funds  that  will  be  used  to 
build  up  the  merchant  marine  of  other  na¬ 
tions,  while  American  shipping,  on  which  the 
lifeblood  of  our  country’s  economy  is  de¬ 
pendent,  is  allowed  to  remain  idle. 

The  argument  that  it  is  good  business  to 
penalize  American  shipping  because  costs  are 
somewhat  higher  would,  if  carried  out  to  its 
logical  conclusion,  necessitate  the  passing 
over  of  countless  American  products,  because 
they  might  be  available  at  lower  prices  in 
other  countries,  where  the  standard  of  living 
is  tremendously  lower  than  here,  and  Where 
costs  of  production  are  less. 

In  a  bill  which  I  have  introduced  in  the 
Senate  it  is  provided  that  products  purchased 
by  the  Government  or  any  agency  of  the 
Government  or  through  funds  or  credits  al¬ 
located  for  this  purpose,  i.  transported  by 
water,  shall  be  transported  on  United  States 
flag  vessels,  at  market  rates  for  United  States 
flag  vessels,  to  at  least  50  percent  of  the  gross 
tonnage  of  such  commodities,  computed  by 
countries,  and  separately  for  dry  bulk  car¬ 
riers,  dry  cargo  liner,  and  tanker  services. 

The  bill  further  stipulates  that  this  mini¬ 
mum  of  50  percent  of  gross  tonnage  must 
be  maintained  unless  the  United  States  Mar¬ 
itime  Commission,  after  investigation,  shall 
certify  that  United  States  flag  vessels  are 
not  available  in  sufficient  numbers  or  at 
market  rates  for  United  States  flag  vessels  to* 
effectuate  the  purpose  of  the  act. 

It  further  directs  all  departments  and 
agencies  to  cooperate  with  the  Commission 
through  their  agreements  covering  transpor¬ 
tation  of  purchases  and  requires  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  report  to  the  Congress  within  90 
days  after  the  enactment  of  the  act  and 
every  4  months  thereafter  the  record  of 
shipping  covered  by  this  legislation. 

HEARINGS  BY  COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING 
AND  CURRENCY 

Mr.  MAYBANK  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  resolution  (S.  Res.  33) ,  which  was  re¬ 


ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency:  / 

Resolved,  That  in.  holding  hearings,  report¬ 
ing  such  hearings,  and  making  investigations 
as  authorized  by  section  134  of  the  legisla¬ 
tive  Reorganization  Act  of  1946,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  of  any  duly 
authorized  subcommittee  thereof  is  author¬ 
ized  during  the  Eighty- first  Cojigress  to  make 
such  expenditures,  and  to  employ  upon  a 
temporary  basis  such  investigators,  and  such 
technical,  clerical,  and  other  assistants,  as  it 
deems  advisable. 

Sec.  2.  The  expenses  of  the  committee  un¬ 
der  this  resolution,  which  shall  not  exceed 
$50,000,  shall  be  paid  from  the  contingent 
fund  of  the  Senate  upon  vouchers  approved 
by  the  chairman,  of  the  committee. 

Sec.  3.  Upon  the  termination  of  the  special 
committee,  authorized  pursuant  to  Senate 
Resolution  20,  Eightieth  Congress,  to  study 
the  problems  of  American  small  business 
enterprises,  the  files  and  records  of  such  com¬ 
mittee  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency. 

NOTICE  OF  HEARING  ON  NOMINATION  OF 
HON.  F.  RYAN  DUFFY,  TO  BE  CIRCUIT 
JUDGE.  UNITED  STATES  COURT  OF 
APPEALS,  SEVENTH  CIRCUIT 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
and  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the 
committee,  I  desire  to  give  notice  that  a 
public  hearing  has  been  scheduled  for 
Tuesday,  January  25,  1949,  at  11  a.  m., 
in  room  424,  Senate  Office  Building,  upon 
the  nomination  of  Hon.  F.  Ryan  Duffy,  of 
Wisconsin,  to  be  circuit  judge  of  the 
United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Seventh  Circuit,  vice  Hon.  Evan  A.  Evans, 
deceased.  At  the  indicated  time  and 
place  all  persons  interested  in  the  nomi¬ 
nation  may  make  such  representations  as 
may  be  pertinent.  The  subcommittee 
consists  of  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  McCarran]  chairman,  the  Senator 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  Miller],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley]. 

NOTICE  OF  HEARING  ON  NOMINATION  OF 
HON.  WILSON  WARLICK,  TO  BE  UNITED 
STATES  DISTRICT  JUDGE,  WESTERN 
DISTRICT  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  and  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  the  committee,  I  desire  to  give  notice 
thait  a  public  hearing  has  been  scheduled 
for  Tuesday,  January  25,  1949,  at  11 
a.  m.,1^i  room  424,  Senate  Office  Build¬ 
ing,  upon,  the  nomination  of  Hon.  Wilson 
Warlick,  of  North  Carolina,  to  be  United 
States  district  judge  for  the  western 
district  of  North  Carolina,  vice  Hon.  Ed¬ 
win  Y.  Webb,  retired.  At  the  indicated 
time  and  place  all  persons  interested  in 
the  nomination  may  make  such  repre¬ 
sentations  as  may  be  pertinent.  The 
subcommittee  consists  of  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCarran],  chairman, 
the  Senator  from  North.,  Carolina  [Mr. 
Broughton],  and  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]. 

NOTICE  OF  HEARING  ON  NOMINATION  OF 
HON.  EDWARD  ALLEN  TAMM,  TO  BE 
UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  JUDGE  FOR 
THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  and  in  accordance  with  the  rule&. 


81st  CONGRESS 
•  1st  Session- 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 


February  7, 1949 

Mr.  Dawson  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 


To  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

C 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I 

4  SHORT  TITLE 

5  Section  1.  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Reorganiza- 

6  tion  Act  of  1949”. 

7  NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

8  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine  and  from  time 

9  to  time  reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of  the 

10  Government  and  shall  determine  what  changes  therein  are 

11  necessary  to  accomplish  the  following  purposes: 
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(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws, 
the  more  effective  management  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  of  its  agencies  and  functions, 
and  the  expeditious  administration  of  the  public  business ; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy, 
to  the  fullest  extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Government; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of 
the  Government  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable ; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies 
and  functions  of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  be, 
according  to  major  purposes; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  con¬ 
solidating  those  having  similar  functions  under  a  single 
head,  and  to  abolish  such  agencies  or  functions  thereof 
as  may  not  be  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of 
the  Government;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of 
effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest 
demands  the  carrying  out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  and  that  such  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in 
great  measure  by  proceeding  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  and  can  be  accomplished  more  speedily  thereby  than 
by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 
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REORGANIZATION  PLANS 


Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation, 
finds  that — 

(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  any  other 
agency;  or 

(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
of  any  agency;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  functions  thereof,  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
any  other  agency  or  the  functions  thereof ;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part  of 
any  agency  or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other  part 
of  the  same  agency  or  the  functions  thereof ;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any 
of  his  functions;  or 

(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency  which  agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon  the 
taking  effect  of  the  reorganization  plan  will  not  have, 
any  functions, 

is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of 
section  2  (a) ,  he  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the 
making  of  the  reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has  made  find- 
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mgs  and  which  he  includes  in  the  plan,  and  transmit  such, 
plan  (bearing  an  identifying  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each' reorgani¬ 
zation  included  in  the  plan,  he  has  found  that  such  reorgani¬ 
zation  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes 
of  section  2  (a) .  The  delivery  to  both  Houses  shall  be  on 
the  same  day  and  shall  be  made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in 
session.  The  President,  in  his  message  transmitting  a  re¬ 
organization  plan,  shall  specify  with  respect  to  each  abolition 
of  a  function  included  in  the-  plan  the  statutory  authority  for 
the  exercise  of  such  function. 

OTHEE  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 
Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the 
President  under  section  3 — 

(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary,  the  name  of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  and  the  title  of  its  head;  and  shall  designate  the 
name  of  any  agency  resulting  from  a  reorganization 
and  the  title  of  its  head ; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment 
and  compensation  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other 
officers  of  any  agency  (including  an  agency  resulting 
from  a  consolidation  or  other  type  of  reorganization)  if 
the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message  transmitting  the 
plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization  made 
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by  the  plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so 
provided  for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  com¬ 
mission  or  board  with  two  or  more  members.  In  the 
case  of  any  such  appointment  the  term  of  office  shall 
not  be  fixed  at  more  than  four  years,  the  compensa¬ 
tion  shall  not  be  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  that  found 
by  the  President  to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable 
officers  in  the  executive  branch,  and,  if  the  appointment 
is  not  under  the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other 
disposition  of  the  records,  property,  and  personnel 
affected  by  any  reorganization; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other 
funds,  available  for  use  in  connection  with  any  function 
or  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  as  he  deems 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for  use  in  con¬ 
nection  witli  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorganization, 
or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such  func¬ 
tions  after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such 
unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be  used  only 
for  the  purposes  for  which  such  appropriation  was 
originally  made; 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


6 


(5)  shall  make  provision  for  winding  up  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for, 
and  no  reorganization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect 
Of; — 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  depart¬ 
ment  or  all  the  functions  thereof,  establishing  any  new 
executive  department,  designating  any  agency  as  “De¬ 
partment”  or  its  head  as  “Secretary”,  or  consolidating 
any  two  or  more  executive  departments  or  all  the  func¬ 
tions  thereof;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period  au¬ 
thorized  by  law  for  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time 
when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization 
had  not  been  made ;  or 

(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period 
authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time 
when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization  had 
not  been  made;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  func¬ 
tion  which  is  not  expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time 
the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress;  or 
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(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that 
provided  by  law  for  such  office ;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other 
agency  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  or  all  those  functions  thereof  which  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing  said  government  or  all 
said  functions. 

(b)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  affecting  any  agency  named  below  in  this  subsection 
may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which  does  not 
affect  such  agency;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not 
apply  to  the  transfer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any 
part  of,  or  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any 
agency  not  so  named.  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in 
violation  of  this  subsection.  The  agencies  above  referred  to 
in  this  subsection  are  as  follows:  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment,  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System,  * 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATIONS 
Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of  the 
reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of 

S 
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1  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days,  of  continuous  session 

2  of  the  Congress,  following  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is 

3  transmitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of  trans- 

4  mittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  sixty-day  period  there  has 

5  not  been  passed  by  the  two  Houses  a  concurrent  resolution 

6  stating  in  substance  that  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the 

7  reorganization  plan. 

8  (b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

9  (1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as 

10  broken  only  b}^  an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die; 

11  but 

12  (2)  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day  period  there 

13  shall  he  excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House  is 

14  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than 

15  three  days  to  a  day  certain;  except  that  if  a  resolution 

16  (as  defined  in  section  202)  with  respect  to  such  reorgani- 

17  zation  plan  has  been  passed  by  one  House  and  sent 

18  to  the  other,  no  exclusion  under  this  paragraph  shall 

19  be  made  by  reason  of  adjournments  of  the  first  House 

20  taken  thereafter. 

21  (c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under  provisions 

22  contained  in  the  plan,  he  made  operative  at  a  time  later  than 

23  the  date  on  which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

24  DEFINITION  OF  “AGENCY” 

25  Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “agency” 
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means  any  executive  department,  commission,  council,  im 
dependent  establishment,  Government  corporation,  board, 
bureau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  authority,  adminis¬ 
tration  or  other  establishment,  in  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government,  and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the 
courts  thereof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  or  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  which  are  a  part  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government. 

MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “reor¬ 
ganization”  means  any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination, 
authorization,  or  abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

SAYING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or 
performed  in  respect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function  af¬ 
fected  by  a  reorganization  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
before  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization,  shall,  except 
to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made  in¬ 
applicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition 
of  a  function,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization 
had  not  been  made;  but  where  any  such  statute,  regulation, 
or  other  action  lias  vested  the  function  in  the  agency  from 
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which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such  function  shall,  in¬ 
sofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective, 
be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the 
function  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the 
term  “regulation  or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule, 
order,  policy,  determination,  directive,  authorization,  permit, 
privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or  other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  com¬ 
menced  by  or  against  the  head  of  any  agency  or  other  officer 
of  the  United  States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation  to 
the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall  abate  by  reason  of  the 
taking  effect  of  any  reorganization  plan  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or  supplemental 
petition  filed  at  any  time  within  twelve  months  after  such 
reorganization  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a 
survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  to  obtain  a 
settlement  of  the  questions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be 
maintained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such  head  or  officer 
under  the  reorganization  effected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there 
be  no  such  successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer  as  the 
President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPEOPRIATIONS 
Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropria¬ 
tions  unexpended  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  shall 
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1  not  be  used  for  any  purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and 

2  returned  to  the  Treasury.  , 

3  PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

4  Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall  take 

5  effect  shall  be  printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same 

6  volume  as  the  public  laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the  Eederal 
7’  Register. 

8  TITLE  II 

9  Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted 
19  by  the  Congress: 

11  (a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making  power  of  the 

12  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  and 
18  as  such  they  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each 

14  House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the 

15  procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House  in  the  case  of  reso- 

16  lutions  (as  defined  in  section  202)  ;  and  such  rules  shall 

17  supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  incon- 

18  sistent  therewith;  and 

19  (b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of 

20  either  House  to  change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the 

21  procedure  in  such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner 

22  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of 

23  such  House. 

24  Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  ‘‘resolution” 

25  means  only  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  two  Houses  of 
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Congress,  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as 
follows:  ‘‘That  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  numbered  -  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

President  on  - ,  19 — the  blank  spaces  therein 

being  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  include  a  concurrent 
resolution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 
plan  shall  be  referred  to  a  committee  (and  all  resolutions 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the  same 
committee)  by  the  President  of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been 
referred  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan 
has  not  reported  it  before  the  expiration  of  ten  calendar 
days  after  its  introduction  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  resolution 
received  from  the  other  House,  ten  calendar  days  after  its 
receipt) ,  it  shall  then  (hut  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move 
either  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  such  resolution,  or  to  discharge  the  committee  from 
further  consideration  of  any  other  resolution  with  respect 
to  such  reorganization  plan  which  has  been  referred  to  the 
committee. 

(h)  Such  motion  may  he  made  only  by  a  person  favor¬ 
ing  the  resolution,  shall  he  highly  privileged  (except  that 
it  may  not  be  made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a 
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resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan ) , 
and  debate  thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  one 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and  those 
opposing  the  resolution.  No  amendment  to  such  motion 
shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or 
disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed 
to,  such  motion  may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion 
to  discharge  the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or  has 
been  discharged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time 
thereafter  be  in  order  (even  though  a  previous  motion  to  the 
same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to  move  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion  shall  be 

highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amend- 

\ 

ment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be 
in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  mo¬ 
tion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  limited  to  not 
to  exceed  ten  hours,  which  shall  be  equally  divided  between 
those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion 
further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amend- 
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ment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolution  shall  be  in 
order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  discharge  from  committee,  or  the  considera¬ 
tion  of,  a  resolution  wtih  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and 
all  motions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  other  business, 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating 
to  the  application  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House 
of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure 
relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

Sec.  207.  If,  prior  to  the  passage  by  one  House  of  a 
resolution  of  that  House  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 
plan,  such  House  receives  from  the  other  House  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan,  then — 

(a)  If  no  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee,  no  other  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan  may  be  reported  or  (despite 
the  provisions  of  section  204  (a)  )  be  made  the  subject  of 
a  motion  to  discharge. 

(b)  If  a  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee — 

(1)  the  procedure  with  respect  to  that  or  other 
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1  resolutions  of  such  House  with  respect  to  such  plan 

2  which  have  been  referred  to  committee  shall  be  the 

3  same  as  if  no  resolution  from  the  other  House  with 

4  respect  to  such  plan  had  been  received;  but 

5  (2)  on  any  vote  on  final  passage  of  a  resolution 

6  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to  such  plan  the  resolu- 

7  tion  from  the  other  House  with  respect  to  such  plan 

3  shall  be  automatically  substituted  for  the  resolution  of 

9  the  first  House. 
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Report 
No.  23 


81st  Congress  |  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1st  /Session  \ 


REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1949 


February  7,  1949. — Committed  to  the  Committee  the  of  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Dawson,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  2361] 

The  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 
to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.  R.  2361)  to  provide  for  the  re¬ 
organization  of  Government  agencies,  and  for  other  purposes,  having 
considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment 
and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

General  Statement 

The  present  bill  is  generally  similar  to  two  prior  enactments  on  this 
subject,  namely,  the  Reorganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945.  It 
contemplates,  with  a  view  toward  the  reorganization  of  executive 
agencies,  the  submission  of  reorganization  plans  to  the  Congress  by 
the  President,  each  of  which  will  become  effective  after  60  days  of 
subsequent  continuous  session  of  the  Congress  (computed  as  provided 
in  sec.  6)  unless  a  concurrent  resolution  expressing  disapproval  of 
the  plan  be  passed  prior  to  the  end  of  the  60-day  period.  Special 
provision  is  made,  in  title  II,  for  facilitating  the  bringing  to  a  vote  of 
any  such  resolution  of  disapproval. 

Need  for  reorganization  legislation 

On  January  17,  1949,  the  Congress  received  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United  States: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  my  recent  messages  to  the  Congress  I  have  presented  the  program  which  I 
believe  this  Government  should  follow  in  the  months  ahead.  The  magnitude 
and  importance  of  that  program,  both  at  home  and  abroad,  require  able  leadership 
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and  sound  management.  The  Government  must  have  the  most  effective  admin¬ 
istrative  machinery  to  carry  out  its  vast  responsibilities. 

The  Congress  has  recognized  these  needs  by  the  establishment  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  the  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government.  The  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Commission,  which  are  soon  to  be  reported  to  the  Congress, 
may  be  expected  to  contribute  significantly  to  our  ability  to  meet  the  problem 
before  us.  To  carry  out  those  recommendations  and  to  accomplish  other  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  Government’s  complex  operations  will,  however,  require  further  and 
more  detailed  steps.  Improving  the  management  of  the  public’s  business  calls 
for  continuing  efforts  by  the  Congress,  the  President,  and  all  agencies  of  the 
Government. 

Throughout  my  administration  I  have  taken  action  to  effect  improvements  in 
the  organization  and  operation  of  the  Government.  In  1945  I  asked  the  Congress 
to  enact  legislation  authorizing  permanent  changes  in  administrative  structure 
by  the  reorganization-plan  procedure.  Under  the  authority  granted  by  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1945,  numerous  reorganizations  were  made  which  contributed 
to  the  efficiency  of  the  Government  and  its  transition  from  war  to  peace.  The 
■establishment  of  the  permanent  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  was  an  out¬ 
standing  example  of  the  improvements  thus  achieved.  I  also  recommended,  and 
the  Congress  enacted,  a  major  improvement  in  the  organization  of  our  armed 
forces  by  the  creation  of  the  National  Military  Establishment.  On  matters  not 
requiring  legislation  I  have  made  program  adjustments  designed  to  increase  the 
effectiveness  of  governmental  operations. 

It  is  my  firm  intention  to  continue  to  require,  throughout  the  executive  branch, 
the  highest  degree  of  attention  to  this  need  for  improved  management.  I  expect 
each  department  and  agency  head  to  consider  this  a  major  part  of  his  responsi¬ 
bility.  It  is  essential  that  they  be  given  the  tools  for  effective  management  of 
their  agencies.  Further,  I  believe  that  every  official  and  employee  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  feel  a  personal  responsibility  for  improving  the  way  in  which  his 
work  is  performed. 

Increased  efficiency  and  economy  in  the  Government’s  far-flung  activities  can 
be  realized  only  if  certain  essentials  of  organization  and  operation  are  satisfied. 
These  essentials  are  not  confined  to  government.  They  have  proven  their  effec¬ 
tiveness  in  the  successful  operation  of  large-scale  enterprise,  both  public  and 
private.  They  are  matters  on  which  it  is  easy  to  agree  in  principle  but  which 
are  often  violated  in  practice. 

There  must  be,  first  of  all,  a  clear  definition  of  the  objectives  of  public  programs. 
Second,  organizational  arrangements  must  be  established  which  are  consistent 
with  those  objectives  and  designed  to  produce  responsible  and  effective  adminis¬ 
tration.  Third,  qualified  personnel  must  be  obtained  to  administer  the  programs. 
Fourth,  the  methods  by  which  operations  are  conducted  must  be  constantly  re¬ 
viewed  and  improved.  Fifth,  there  must  be  provision  for  thoroughgoing  review 
and  evaluation  of  operations,  by  the  President  and  the  Congress,  to  assure  that 
the  objectives  are  being  attained.  These  conditions  can  be  achieved  only  through 
teamwork  by  the  President  and  the  Congress  in  carrying  out  their  respective 
responsibilities  under  the  Constitution  for  conducting  the  affairs  of  government. 

I  have  already  recommended  to  the  Congress  two  measures  which  will  help  us 
obtain  better  government.  The  enactment  of  legislation  to  increase  the  com¬ 
pensation  of  the  heads  and  assistant  heads  of  departments  and  agencies  and  to 
revise  the  Classification  Act  will  greatly  assist  the  Government  in  securing  and 
holding  the  services  of  the  best-qualified  men  and  women.  The  appropriation 
to  the  President  of  a  special  fund  of  $1,000,000  for  management  improvement 
will  yield  major  contributions  to  the  better  operation  of  the  Government.  It  will 
be  used  in  part  for  the  development  and  installation  of  recommendations  coming 
from  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  and,  in  part,  for 
the  preliminary  expenses  incident  to  the  appraisal  and  trial  of  other  suggested 
improvements.  This  fund  will  in  no  sense  be  a  substitute  for  the  present  day-to- 
day  efforts  by  all  Government  agencies  to  improve  the  conduct  of  their  operations. 

In  addition  to  these  steps,  I  am  now  recommending  that  the  Congress  enact 
legislation  to  restore  permanently  the  reorganization  procedure  temporarily  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Reorganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945.  This  procedure  is  the 
method  of  executive-legislative  cooperation  whereby  a  reorganization  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President  becomes  effective  in  60  days  unless 
rejected  by  both  Houses  of  the  Congress. 

In  a  letter  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  the  Commission  on  the  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government  has  pointed  out  the  need  for  such  a  method  of  reorganization 
in  dealing  with  many  of  the  changes  which  it  will  recommend.  I  fully  agree 
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with  the  Commission  on  the  necessity  of  reviving  the  reorganization-plan  pro¬ 
cedure,  which  became  inoperative  on  April  1,  1948. 

In  recommending  the  enactment  of  a  new  reorganization  measure,  I  wish  to 
emphasize  three  things: 

First,  the  reorganization  legislation  should  be  permanent  rather  than  tempo¬ 
rary.  While  the  work  of  the  Commission  on  the  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government  makes  such  legislation  especially  timely  and  essential, 
the  improvement  of  the  organization  of  the  Government  is  a  continuing  and 
never-ending  process.  Government  is  a  dynamic  institution.  Its  administrative 
structure  cannot  be  static.  As  new  programs  are  established  and  old  programs 
change  in  character  and  scope  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Nation,  the  organization 
of  the  executive  branch  must  be  adjusted  to  fit  its  changing  tasks. 

The  impracticability  of  solving  many  problems  of  organization  by  the  regular 
legislative  process  has  been  frankly  recognized  for  many  years  by  congressional 
leaders.  In  many  cases,  changes  which  are  essential  cannot  attract  the  necessary 
legislative  attention  in  competition  with  the  many  other  matters  pressing  for 
congressional  action.  On  the  other  hand,  the  reorganization  plan  affords  a 
method  by  which  action  can  be  initiated  and  the  proposal  considered  with  a 
minimum  consumption  of  legislative  time. 

The  reorganization-plan  procedure  is  a  tested  and  proven  means  of  dealing 
with  organization  problems.  Twice  within  the  last  10  years  the  Congress  has 
authorized  this  method  of  reorganization  for  short  periods.  Under  each  of  those 
authorizations  many  changes  were  made  which  added  to  the  efficiency  of  the 
executive  branch  and  tended  to  simplify  its  administration.  The  advances  made 
during  the  brief  life  of  the  Reorganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945  clearly  indicate 
the  desirability  of  permanent  reorganization  legislation. 

Second,  the  new  reorganization  act  should  be  comprehensive  in  scope;  no 
agency  or  function  of  the  executive  branch  should  be  exempted  from  its  operation. 
Such  exemptions  prevent  the  President  and  the  Congress  from  deriving  the  full 
benefit  of  the  reorganization-plan  procedure,  primarily  by  precluding  action  on 
major  organizational  problems.  A  seemingly  limited  exemption  may  in  fact 
render  an  entire  needed  reorganization  affecting  numerous  agencies  and  functions 
wholly  impractical.  The  proper  protection  against  the  possibility  of  unwise 
reorganization  lies,  not  in  the  statutory  exemption  from  the  reorganization-plan 
procedure,  but  in  the  authority  of  Congress  to  reject  any  such  plan  by  simple 
majority  vote  of  both  Houses. 

Finally,  let  me  urge  early  enactment.  Under  the  reorganization  procedure, 
reorganization  plans  must  lie  before  the  Congress  for  60  calendar  days  of  con¬ 
tinuous  session  in  order  to  become  effective.  Unless  the  necessary  legislation  is 
adopted  in  the  early  weeks  of  the  session,  it  obviously  will  be  impossible  to  make 
effective  use  of  the  reorganization  procedure  during  the  present  session. 

The  proper  execution  of  the  laws  demands  a  simple,  workable  method  of 
making  organizational  adjustments.  Without  it  the  efficiency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  impaired  and  the  President  is  handicapped  in  performing  his  functions 
as  Chief  Executive.  In  my  judgment  permanent  legislation  to  restore  the 
reorganization-plan  procedure  is  an  essential  step  toward  efficient  and  economical 
conduct  of  the  public’s  business. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  January  17,  1949. 

On  January  13,  1949,  Hon.  Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government, 
addressed,  the  following  letter  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House: 

Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government, 

Washington  25,  D.  C.,  January  13,  1949. 

The  Honorable  Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  The  necessity  for  reorganization  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  was  clearly  recognized  by  t  he  Congress  when  it  created 
this  Commission  in  July  1947,  with  the  full  approval  of  the  President.  Congress 
assigned  the  Commission  the  duty  of  examination  and  recommendation  under  the 
following  statement  from  the  act  creating  the  Commission: 

“It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress  to  promote  economy,  effi¬ 
ciency  and  improved  service  in  the  transaction  of  the  public  business  in  the  depart- 
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ments,  bureaus,  agencies,  boards,  commissions,  offices,  independent  establishments, 
and  instrumentalities  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  by — 

“(1)  limiting  expenditures  to  the  lowest  amount  consistent  with  the  efficient 
performance  of  essential  services,  activities,  and  functions; 

“(2)  eliminating  duplication  and  overlapping  of  services,  activities,  and 
functions; 

“(3)  consolidating  services,  activities,  and  functions  of  a  similar  nature; 
“(4)  abolishing  services,  activities,  and  functions  not  necessary  to  the 
efficient  conduct  of  government;  and 

“(5)  defining  and  limiting  executive  functions,  services,  and  activities.” 

This  concern  of  Congress  for  economy  and  efficiency  reflects  the  overwhelming 
interest  of  every  thoughtful  citizen  and  taxpayer  in  the  land. 

The  writing  and  adoption  of  the  Federal  Constitution  proved  that  a  republic 
could  deliberately  analyze  its  political  institutions  and  redesign  its  government 
to  meet  the  demands  of  the  future.  The  broad  pattern  that  America  then  selected 
is  sound.  Today  we  must  deal  with  the  infinitely  more  complicated  government 
of  the  twentieth  century.  In  doing  so,  we  must  reorganize  the  executive  branch 
to  give  it  the  simplicity  of  structure,  the  unity  of  purpose,  and  the  clear  line  of 
executive  authority  that  was  originally  intended  under  the  Constitution. 

As  a  result  of  depression,  war,  new  needs  for  defense,  and  our  greater  responsi¬ 
bilities  in  the  foreign  field,  the  Federal  Government  has  become  the  most  gigantic 
business  on  earth.  In  less  than  20  years  the  number  of  its  civil  employees  has 
risen  from  570,000  to  over  2,100,000.  The  number  of  bureaus,  sections,  services, 
and  units  has  increased  fourfold  to  over  1,800.  Annual  expenditures  have  in¬ 
creased  from  about  $3,600,000,000  to  over  $42,000,000,000.  The  national  debt 
per  average  family  has  increased  from  about  $500  to  about  $7,500.  Such  rapid 
growth  could  not  take  place  without  causing  serious  problems.  Organizational 
methods,  effective  20  years  ago,  are  no  longer  applicable.  The  growth  of  skills 
and  methods  in  private  organization  has  long  since  outmoded  many  of  the  methods 
of  the  Government. 

This  Commission  has  found  that  the  United  States  is  paying  heavily  for  a  lack 
of  order,  a  lack  of  clear  lines  of  authority  and  responsibility,  and  a  lack  of  effective 
organization  in  the  executive  branch.  It  has  found  that  great  improvements  can 
be  made  in  the  effectiveness  with  which  the  Government  can  serve  the  people  if 
its  organization  and  administration  is  overhauled. 

This  Commission  has  been  engaged  in  its  task  for  the  last  16  months  and  is 
reaching  its  conclusions  only  after  the  most  painstaking  research.  We  decided 
at  an  early  date  that  we  must  have  the  aid  of  leading  and  experienced  citizens  to 
assist  us  in  making  findings  of  fact  and  recommendation  of  remedies.  The  Com¬ 
mission,  therefore,  divided  its  work  into  functional  and  departmental  segments; 
it  created  24  “task  forces”  with  authority  to  engage  such  research  aid  as  they  might 
require.  About  300  outstanding  men  and  women,  expert  and  experienced  in  the 
fields  to  which  they  were  assigned,  have  now  submitted  to  us  their  findings  and 
recommendations.  Thanks  are  due  them.  They  brought  great  talent  and 
diligence  to  their  work.  Their  findings  will  be  found  useful  by  the  Congress  and 
the  executive  branch  in  solution  of  the  problems  considered. 

Some  of  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  volumes  of  our  report  which 
we  plan  to  file  from  time  to  time  between  now  and  the  expiration  of  the  life  of  the 
Commission,  can  be  put  into  effect  only  by  legislation.  Others  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  executive  action.  But  many  of  the  most  important  can  probably  be 
accomplished  only  if  the  Congress  reenacts  and  broadens  the  power  to  initiate 
reorganization  plans  which  it  had  previously  granted  to  the  President  under  an 
act  which  expired  on  March  31,  1948. 

The  Commission  recommends  that  such  authority  should  be  given  to  the 
President  and  that  the  power  of  the  President  to  prepare  and  transmit  plans  of 
reorganization  to  the  Congress  should  not  be  restricted  by  limitations  or  exemp¬ 
tions.  Once  the  limiting  and  exempting  process  is  begun  it  will  end  the  possibility 
of  achieving  really  substantial  results. 

But,  in  saying  this,  the  Commission  should  not  be  understood  as  giving  sweeping 
endorsement  to  any  and  all  reorganization  plans.  It  does  believe  that  the  safe¬ 
guard  against  unwise  reorganization  plans  lies  both  in  a  sound  exercise  of  the 
President’s  discretion  and  in  the  reserved  power  in  the  Congress  by  concurrent 
resolution  to  disapprove  any  proposed  plan. 

Limitations  or  exemptions  upon  this  power  to  reorganize  should  not  be  im¬ 
posed  other  than  that  of  congressional  disapproval.  They  have  arisen  in  the  past 
chiefly  in  connection  with  the  regulatory  commissions.  In  one  of  its  reports  the 
Commission  will  discuss  these  regulator}'  commissions  in  detail.  It  will  point 
out  in  each  case  those  regulatory  functions  which  it  is  believed  should  continue 
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to  be  performed  independently.  The  Commission  will  also  point  out  certain 
other  functions  which  are  of  a  different  nature  and  which  can  be  more  efficiently 
and  economically  performed  by  purely  executive  officials.  The  inclusion  in  a 
reorganization  act  of  provisions  exempting  certain  agencies  from  its  terms  would 
prevent  changes  which  are  in  accord  with  established  principles  in  this  field  and 
which  in  no  way  impair  the  maintenance  of  independence  and  impartiality  in 
the  exercise  of  the  great  regulator}7  functions. 

Similarly,  the  inclusion  of  general  language,  like  that  contained  in  section  5  (a) 
(6)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1945, 1  intended  to  prevent  the  submission  of  any 
plan  which  imposes  limitations  upon  the  independent  exercise  of  “quasi  legislative” 
or  “quasi  judicial”  functions,  would,  in  the  Commission’s  judgment,  be  unwise. 
The  phrases  are  extremely  vague  and  of  uncertain  meaning.  Ingenious  and 
plausible  arguments  can  be  made  to  apply  them  to  a  wide  range  of  functions 
which  should  clearly  be  subject  to  reorganization  procedure.  Such  arguments 
would  not  be  matters  of  purely  theoretical  concern  or  legislative  debates,  for  the 
validity  of  reorganization  could  be  made  the  subject  of  protracted  litigation  by 
private  interests  resisting  the  acts  of  a  reorganized  agency  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  illegally  constituted.  It  might  take  several  years  of  litigation  to  lay  down 
interpretations  of  these  general  phrases  and  even  then,  uncertainty  would  remain. 

The  Commission,  in  accordance  with  the  act  of  Congress  creating  it,  as  amended, 
will  file  its  report  in  a  series  of  parts  or  volumes,  the  last  of  which  will  be  delivered 
within  70  days  of  the  organization  of  the  Eighty-first  Congress.  These  reports 
will  contain  its  findings  and  recommendations.  They  will  begin  with  the  top 
organization  and  structure  of  the  executive  branch  and  proceed  through  the 
services  which  are  common  to  the  whole  executive  branch  to  the  reorganizations 
recommended  for  particular  agencies  and  groups  of  agencies. 

Yours  faithfully, 

Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman. 

Full  hearings  were  held  on  the  bill  (and  on  its  predecessor,  H.  R. 
1569,  81st  Cong.),  and  your  committee  heard,  among  others,  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  (former  Congressman 
Lindsaj7  C.  Warren,  who  as  a  Member  from  North  Carolina  was  in 
charge  of  the  bill  which  became  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1939,  upon 
which  the  1945  act  and  the  present  bill  were  based),  Mr.  Frederick  J. 
Lawton,  Assistant  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  former 
President  Herbert  Hoover,  who  appeared  as  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  All  three  of  those  officials  most  strongly  urged  the  enactment 
of  this  legislation. 

The  enactment  of  reorganization  legislation  of  the  character  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill  is  necessary  for  the  following  reasons: 

First,  the  predecessor  act,  namely,  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1945, 
expired  last  April. 

Second,  there  is  an  ever-present  need  for  making  such  changes  in 
the  organization  of  executive  agencies  as  will  make  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  more  manageable,  promote  better  coordi¬ 
nation  in  the  development  and  execution  of  Government  programs 
by  removing  sources  of  confusing  and  conflicting  policies,  minimize 
the  confusion  encountered  by  a  citizen  in  dealing  with  scattered  and 
overlapping  agencies  and  facilitate  the  conduct  of  his  business  with 
the  Government,  and  otherwise  promote  efficiency  and  economy. 
For  the  last  half  a  century  one  President  after  another  has  called  the 
attention  of  the  Congress  to  the  need  for  reorganizing  the  executive 
branch.  This  need  has  increased  as  the  role  of  the  Government  has 

1  “Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no  reorganization  under  this  Act  shall  the  ef¬ 
fect  of—  *  *  *  (6)  imposing,  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  any  quasi-judicial  or  quasi-legislative 
function  possessed  by  an  independent  agency,  any  greater  limitation  upon  the  exercise  of  independent 
judgment  and  discretion,  to  the  full  extent  authorized  by  law,  in  the  carrying  out  of  such  function,  than 
existed  with  respect  to  the  exercise  of  such  function  by  the  agency  in  which  it  was  vested  prior  to  the 
taking  effect  of  such  reorganization:  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not  prevent  the  abolition  of  any  such 
function:  *  * 
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been  enlarged  and  as  the  number  and  size  of  Government  programs 
and  agencies  have  been  correspondingly  increased.  Unanimity  of 
opinion  appears  to  have  existed  for  many  years  that  corrective  meas¬ 
ures  with  respect  to  executive  organization  are  needed. 

Third,  experience  has  demonstrated  that  substantial  progress  in 
reorganizing  the  executive  branch  can  come  about  only  under  general 
authorizing  legislation  enacted  by  the  Congress.  The  Congress  of 
course  has  made  and  will  make  selected  changes  in  the  organization 
of  the  executive  branch;  but,  as  many  Members  of  the  Congress  have 
stated,  it  is  not  feasible  to  enact  far-reaching  changes  in  organization 
permeating  widely  through  the  executive  branch  by  means  of  direct 
legislation  affecting  specific  agencies. 

Fourth,  in  addition  to  the  need  which  always  prevails  for  suitable 
reorganization  authority,  there  is  at  present  a  special  need  because  of 
the  forthcoming  recommendations  of  the  Commission  on  the  Organi¬ 
zation  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government.  These  recom¬ 
mendations  may  be  expected  to  be  numerous  and  to  touch  upon  a 
major  share  of  all  the  Federal  agencies  and  functions.  While  the 
Congress  will  no  doubt  deal  with  some  of  those  recommendations  by 
direct  legislation  there  can  scarcely  be  a  doubt  that  the  most  feasible 
method  of  dealing  with  many  of  the  recommendations  involving 
changes  in  Federal  organization  will  be  by  Presidential  submission  of 
reorganization  plans  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  such  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  recommendations  as  meet  with  his  approval. 

History  oj  reorganization  efforts 

The  problem  to  which  the  present  bill  is  directed  has  long  been  the 
subject  of  extensive  consideration  in  both  the  legislative  and  executive 
branches  of  the  Government.  A  full  historical  review  is  presented 
in  the  report  of  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee  of  October  18,  1945, 
being  Senate  Report  No.  638,  Seventy-ninth  Congress. 

Measured  by  the  practical  test  of  accomplishments,  it  is  evident 
that  the  general  procedure  incorporated  in  the  present  bill  has  proved 
to  be  the  only  satisfactory  means  for  achieving  needed  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  executive  agencies. 

Executive-legislative  cooperative  method 

The  method  of  achieving  executive  reorganization  embodied  in  the 
bill  is  essentially  one  of  executive-legislative  cooperation.  The 
President  is  authorized  to  make  proposals  which  will  promote  effici¬ 
ency  and  economy  in  the  work  of  the  Government;  this  is  in  keeping 
with  his  responsibilities  as  Chief  Executive.  Moreover,  a  procedure 
is  provided  whereby  the  effectuation  of  such  proposals  may  be 
achieved.  At  the  same  time,  the  interests  of  the  Congress  are  safe¬ 
guarded  in  that  provision  is  made  for  a  review  of  each  plan  by  the 
Congress,  including  provision  for  a  simple  and  certain  method  of 
procedure  to  insure  that  members  will  have  an  opportunity  to  vote 
on  the  issue  of  disapproval  of  the  plan. 

After  full  discussion  and  examination  of  the  precedents  and  authori¬ 
ties,  a  majority  of  the  committee  are  satisfied  that  the  constitutional 
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duties  and  prerogatives  of  the  Congress  are  fully  and  properly  exer¬ 
cized  in  this  legislation.  Adequate  standards  are  specified  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  which  the  President  must  act  in  formulating  reorganization 
plans,  and  the  Congress  reserves  to  itself  the  opportunity  to  disapprove 
any  plan  and  thereby  prevent  it  from  becoming  effective. 

In  giving  the  Executive  the  machinery  of  good  management  as  con¬ 
templated  by  the  present  bill,,  the  Congress  actually  strengthens  its 
own  hand  by  making  easier  the  enforcement  and  administration  of 
legislative  decisions.  At  the  same  time  the  President  is  given  a 
better  opportunity  to  discharge  effectively  his  constitutional  obliga¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  execution  of  the  laws. 

Major  Differences  From  Reorganization  Act  of  1945 

By  and  large,  the  bill  follows  the  1945  act,  which,  in  turn  was 
largely  based  on  the  1939  act.  The  major  differences  between  this 
legislation  and  the  1945  act  are  as  follows: 

(1)  The  legislation  here  proposed  would  be  permanent,  while  the 
1945  act  operated  for  a  limited  time. 

(2)  No  executive  agency  is  exempted  under  this  bill,  while  under 
the  1945  act  a  number  of  agencies  were  exempted.  It  is  felt  that 
exemptions,  even  of  major  regulatory  commissions,  would  seriously 
hinder  the  reorganization  effort.  Many  of  the  regulatory  commis¬ 
sions  have  nonregulatory  functions  which  appropriately  might  be 
assigned  to  a  different  type  of  agency. 

(3)  This  bill  will  permit  a  type  of  reorganization  not  authorized 
under  the  1945  act — the  granting  to  any  officer  of  authority  to  delegate 
any  of  his  functions.  The  main  purpose  is  to  make  it  possible  for  top 
officials  to  delegate  routine  functions  which  are  vested  in  them  by  law 
in  such  manner  as  to  prevent  delegation. 

(4)  The  bill  omits  the  provision  of  the  1945  act  relating  to  quasi 
judicial  and  quasi  legislative  functions  of  independent  agencies.  The 
omission  of  this  provision  is  in  line  with  the  recommendation  of  the 
President  and  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government. 

(5)  The  bill  permits  submission  of  reorganization  plans  with  respect 
to  the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(6)  The  bill  grants  broader  authority  to  create  offices  made  neces¬ 
sary  by  a  reorganization.  Under  the  1945  act  the  new  offices  which 
could  be  created  were  only  those  of  “heads”  and  “assistant  heads”  of 
agencies.  The  change  will  permit  a  plan  to  provide  for  the  appro¬ 
priate  type  of  officer  in  each  case. 

(7)  The  bill  differs  from  the  1945  act  with  respect  to  the  limitation 
on  the  rate  of  compensation  applicable  to  offices  created  by  a  reor¬ 
ganization  plan.  Under  the  bill,  because  of  the  fact  that  consideration 
is  now  being  given  to  revision  of  salaries  of  higher  administrative 
officials,  it  is  provided  that  the  compensation  to  be  fixed  shall  not  be 
at  a  rate  in  excess  of  that  found  by  the  President  to  prevail  in  respect 
of  comparable  officers  in  the  executive  branch.  The  1945  act  provided 
that  the  compensation  fixed  should  not  exceed  $10,000  per  annum. 
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EXPLANATION  OF  THE  BILL  BY  SECTIONS 

Title  I 

SECTION  1.  SHORT  TITLE 

This'section  provides  that  the  bill  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949.” 

SECTION  2.  NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

Subsection  (a)  of  this  section  requires  the  President  to  examine  and 
from  time  to  time  reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of  the 
Government  for  the  purpose  of  determining  what  changes  therein  are 
necessary  to  accomplish  any  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  specified  in 
such  subsection.  These  purposes  are — 

(1)  To  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws,  the  more 
effective  management  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  of  its  agencies  and  f mictions,  and  the  expeditious  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  public  business; 

(2)  To  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy,  to  the  fullest 
extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  operation  of  the  Government; 

(3)  To  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable; 

(4)  To  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies  and  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to  major 
purposes ; 

(5)  To  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  consolidating  those 
having  similar  functions  under  a  single  head,  and  to  abolish  such 
agencies  or  functions  thereof  as  may  not  be  necessary  for  the 
efficient  conduct  of  the  Government;  and 

(6)  To  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of  effort. 

These  six  stated  purposes  are  also  the  standards  to  guide  the  President 
in  making  his  determinations  as  to  what  reorganizations  he  will  set 
forth  in  the  reorganization  plans  which  he  transmits  to  Congress  pur¬ 
suant  to  later  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Subsection  (b)  of  this  section  is  a  declaration  by  Congress  that  the 
purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  may  be  accomplished  in  great 
measure  by  the  method  proposed  in  the  bill,  and  can  be  accomplished 
more  speedily  thereby  than  by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 

SECTION  3.  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

This  section  provides  that,  whenever  the  President  after  investiga¬ 
tion  finds  that  any  one  or  more  transfers,  consolidations,  coordina¬ 
tions,  authorizations,  or  abolitions  are  necessary  to  accomplish  any 
one  or  more  of  the  six  purposes  specified  in  section  2  (a),  lie  is  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the  making  of  the  reorganizations  as  to 
which  lie  has  made  the  required  finding  and  which  he  includes  in  the 
plan.  The  President’s  authority  under  this  section  is,  however,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  limitations  prescribed  in  section  5.  The  reorganizations 
contemplated  and  authorized  are — 

I  (1)  The  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of 

/  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction 
/  and  control  of  any  other  agency;  or 
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(2)  The  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of  any 
agency;  or 

(3)  The  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof, 
with  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  other  agency  or  the  functions 
thereof;  or 

(4)  The  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part  of  any  agency 
or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other  part  of  the  same  agency 
or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  The  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any  of  his 
functions;  or 

(6)  The  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency  which 
agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon  the  taking  effect  of  the 
reorganization  plan  will  not  have,  any  functions. 

A  reorganization  plan  so  prepared  is  to  be  transmitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  by  the  President  together  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect 
to  each  proposed  reorganization  contained  therein,  he  has  found  that 
such  reorganization  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  of  section  2  (a).  Any  plan  so  prepared  and  transmitted  is 
to,  bear  an  identifying  number.  The  President  is  required  in  his 
message  transmitting  any  such  plan  to  the  Congress  to  specify,  with 
respect  to  each  abolition  of  a  function  included  in  the  plan,  the  statu¬ 
tory  authority  for  the  exercise  of  such  function. 

SECTION  4.  CONTENTS  OF  THE  PLANS 

This  section  provides  for  other  matters  for  which  the  President  ei¬ 
ther  must  or  may  make  provisions  in  any  plan  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  pursuant  to  section  3.  The  President’s  authority  under  this 
section  is  subject  to  the  limitations  prescribed  in  section  5. 

Section  4  provides  that  the  President — 

(1)  Shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  necessary,  the  name 
of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  and  the  title  of  its 
head  ;  and  shall  designate  the  name  of  any  agency  resulting  from 
a  reorganization  and  the  title  if  its  head; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment  and  compensa¬ 
tion  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other  officers  of  any  agency 
(including  an  agency  resulting  from  a  consolidation  or  other  type 
of  reorganization)  if  the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message  trans¬ 
mitting  the  plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization  made 
by  the  plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so  provided 
for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  commission  or  board  with 
two  or  more  members.  In  the  case  of  any  such  appointment  the 
term  of  office  shall  not  be  fixed  at  more  than  four  years,  the  com¬ 
pensation  shall  not  be  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  that  found  by  the 
President  to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable  officers  in  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch,  and,  if  the  appointment  is  not  under  the  classified 
civil  service,  it  shall  be  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other  disposition 
of  the  records,  property,  and  personnel  affected  by  any  reorgani¬ 
zation; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such  unexpended 
balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other  funds,  available  for  use 
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in  connection  with  any  function  or  agency  affected  by  a  reorgani¬ 
zation,  as  he  deems  necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for 
use  in  connection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such  functions 
after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such  unexpended 
balances  so  transferred  shall  be  used  only  for  the  purposes  for 
which  such  appropriation  was  origin  illy  made ;  and 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  winding  up  the  affairs  of  any 
agency  abolished. 

SECTION  5.  LIMITATION  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  REORGANIZATIONS 

This  section  contains  limitations  with  respect  to  the  reorganizations 
which  may  be  accomplished  under  the  bill.  Subsection  (a)  provides 
that  no  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no  reorganization 
under  the  bill  shall  have  the  effect  of — 

(1)  Abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  department  or  all 
the  functions  thereof,  establishing  any  new  executive  depart¬ 
ment,  designating  any  agency  as  “Department”  or  its  head  as 
“Secretary,”  or  consolidating  any  two  or  more  executive  depart¬ 
ments  or  all  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(2)  Continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period  authorized  by 
law  for  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have 
terminated  if  the  reorganizatin  had  not  been  made;  or 

(3)  Continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period  authorized  by 
law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have 
terminated  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  or 

(4)  Authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  function  which  is 
not  expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time  the  plan  is  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that  provided  by 
law  for  such  office;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other  agency  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  all  those 
functions  thereof  which  are  subject  to  the  bill,  or  abolishing  said 
government  or  all  said  functions. 

Subsection  (b)  deals  exclusively  with  the  following  four  agencies: 
National  Military  Establishment,  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission.  It  provides  that  a  reorganization  plan 
providing  for  a  reorganization  affecting  any  such  named  agency  may 
not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which  does  not  affect  such  agency, 
subject  to  the  exception  that  this  prohibition  does  not  apply  to  the 
transfer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any  agency  not  so  named.  Any  provision 
contained  in  a  reorganization  plan  is  not  to  be  effective  if  the  plan 
violates  this  subsection.  This  subsection,  notwithstanding  certain 
difference  in  language,  has  the  same  legal  effect  with  respect  to  the 
named  agencies  as  subsection  (d)  of  section  5  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1945  had  with  respect  to  the  agencies  named  in  that  subsection. 
The  purpose  of  this  subsection  is  to  insure  that  reorganizations  affect¬ 
ing  one  of  these  four  agencies  will  be  sent  to  the  Congress  separately 
and  not  mingled  with  reorganizations  affecting  other  agencies.  Under 
this  procedure  the  Congress  may  vote  on  the  merits  of  the  reorgani- 
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zations  affecting  one  of  these  agencies  without  being  obliged  to  weigh 
the  merits  of  such  reorganizations  as  compared  with  the  merits^or 
demerits  of  reorganizations  affecting  other  agencies. 

SECTION  6.  TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATIONS 

This  section  provides  that  the  provisions  of  the  reorganization  plan 
shall  take  effect  (except  as  noted  below)  upon  the  expiration  of 
the  first  period  of  60  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress 
following  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress, 
but  this  taking  effect  is  to  occur  only  if  between  the  date  of  trans¬ 
mittal  and  the  expiration  of  the  60-day  period  there  has  not  been 
passed  by  the  two  Houses  a  concurrent  resolution  stating  in  sub¬ 
stance  that  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the  reorganization  plan. 

Under  the  section  if  Congress  adjourns  sine  die  the  continuity  of 
session  is  considered  as  broken  and  a  new  60-day  period  will  start  upon 
the  convening  of  Congress  at  the  next  regular  or  special  session. 

If,  however,  either  House  takes  an  adjournment  of  more  than  3  days 
to  a  day  certain  the  days  on  which  that  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  such  adjournment  are  excluded  from  the  computation  of  the  60-day 
period.  To  this  there  is  an  exception  that  if  a  resolution  (to  which  the 
rules  of  the  House  and  Senate  contained  in  title  II  apply)  has  been 
passed  by  one  House  and  sent  to  the  other  there  is  not  excluded  from 
the  computation  of  the  60-day  period  the  days  in  which  the  first 
House  is  not  in  session  on  account  of  adjournment  for  more  than  3 
days  to  a  day  certain. 

Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under  provisions  contained  in  the 
plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on  which  the 
plan  otherwise  takes  effect. 

SECTION  7.  DEFINITION  OF  “AGENCY” 

This  section  contains  the  definition  of  the  term  “agency”  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  bill.  The  term  is  defined  to  mean  any  executive  depart¬ 
ment,  commission,  council,  independent  establishment,  Government 
corporation,  board,  bureau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  authority, 
administration  or  other  establishment,  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  and  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the  municipal  government 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the  courts  thereof.  It  is  expressly 
stated  that  such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  or  the  General  Accounting  Office,  which  (as  in  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1945)  are  declared  by  the  bill  to  be  a  part  of 
the  legislative  branch  of  the  Government. 

SECTION  8.  MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 

This  section  contains  the  definition  of  the  term  “reorganization” 
for  purposes  of  the  bill.  The  term  is  defined  to  mean  any  transfer, 
consolidation,  coordination,  authorization,  or  abolition,  referred  to  in 
section  3  of  the  bill. 


SECTION  9.  SAVING  PROVISIONS 

This  section  contains  saving  provisions  with  respect  to  the  status, 
after  a  reorganization,  of  statutory  provisions,  regulations,  and  other 
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actions,  and  suits  and  other  proceedings,  having  a  relation  to  any 
agency  or  function  affected  by  such  reorganization. 

SECTION  10.  UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 

This  section  provides  for  the  impounding  of  sums  unexpended  by 
reason  of  the  operation  of  the  legislation. 

SECTION  11.  PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

This  section  provides  that  each  reorganization  plan  which  shall 
take  effect  shall  be  printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same  volume 
as  the  public  laws  and  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Title  II 

Title  II  provides  a  set  of  rules  (identical  with  the  rules  set  forth  in 
part  2  of  title  I  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1939  and  in  title  II  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1945)  for  the  consideration  of  concurrent  reso¬ 
lutions  expressing  congressional  disapproval  of  reorganization  plans. 
The  rules  have  the  underlying  purpose  of  permitting  a  majority  in 
favor  of  such  a  resolution  to  get  a  vote  on  the  merits  within  the  60-day 
period  without  their  will  being  frustrated  by  parliamentary  technicali¬ 
ties  or  filibusters. 

Section  201  expressly  provides  that  these  rules  set  forth  in  the  bill 
are  adopted  in  pursuance  of  the  power  of  each  House  to  make  its  own 
rules,  that  they  apply  only  to  concurrent  resolutions  which  follow 
the  precise  form  provided  in  section  202,  that  these  rules  are  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House  and  supersede  other  rules 
only  to  the  extent  that  such  other  rules  are  inconsistent  with  the 
rules  stated  in  the  bill.  Further,  the  section  expressly  recognizes  the 
constitutional  right  of  either  House  at  any  time  to  change  the  rules 
set  forth  in  the  bill. 

Section  202  contains  the  definition  of  “resolution”  for  the  purposes 
of  the  rules.  Since  the  rules  have  as  one  of  their  objectives  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  necessity  for  a  conference  between  the  two  Houses  and,  as 
another,  the  elimination  of  debate  upon  amendments,  the  exact  form 
of  the  resolution  to  which  such  rules  apply  is  set  forth.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  can  specify  only  one  plan.  By  its  terms  it  relates  to  the  whole 
plan,  not  to  parts  of  it.  A  resolution  departing  from  this  form  does 
not  have  the  benefit  of  such  rules,  but  if  adopted  is  just  as  effective 
under  section  6  of  the,  bill  as  one  which  follows  the  form. 

Section  203  provides  for  reference  to  a  committee  of  such  a  resolu¬ 
tion.  All  resolutions  relating  to  the  same  plan  are  to  be  referred  to 
the  same  committee. 

Section  204  provides  a  procedure  for  discharge  of  the  committee. 
If  the  committee  of  reference  fails  to  report  a  resolution  within  10  days 
after  introduction  (or  receipt  from  the  other  House)  a  motion  may  be 
made  to  discharge  the  committee.  The  motion  may  relate  to  any 
resolution  in  the  committee  if  the  10-day  period  lias  expired  on  one 
which  is  in  the  committee. 

Such  a  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favoring  the  resolu¬ 
tion.  It  is  highly  privileged.  Debate  on  the  motion  to  discharge  is 
limited  to  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided.  The  motion  cannot  be 
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amended,  and  no  motion  to  reconsider  will  lie.  If  the  motion  to  dis 
charge  is  agreed  to,  or  disagreed  to,  it  cannot  be  renewed  nor  may  a 
motion  be  made  to  discharge  the  committee  from  consideration  of 
any  other  resolution  relating  to  the  same  plan  which  is  in  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Failure  of  the  motion  to  discharge  does  not  prohibit  the 
committee  from  reporting  a  resolution  thereafter  and  has  no  effect 
on  the  status  of  a  resolution  not  following  the  prescribed  form. 

Section  205  provides  for  the  consideration  of  the  resolution.  If  the 
committee  has  reported  or  been  discharged  from  consideration  of  a 
resolution  relating  to  a  plan,  it  is  in  order,  at  any  time,  for  any  member 
to  move  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  resolution.  That 
motion  may  be  made  at  any  time  and  even  if  a  previous  similar  motion 
has  been  lost.  The  motion  to  consider  is  highly  privileged,  is  not 
debatable,  and  may  not  be  amended,  and  no  motion  to  reconsider 
will  lie.  Debate  on  the  resolution  is  limited  to  not  to  exceed  10  hours, 
equally  divided.  A  motion  to  limit  debate  is  not  debatable,  and  a 
motion  to  extend  debate  will  not  lie.  No  amendment  to  the  resolu¬ 
tion,  or  to  recommit  it,  is  in  order  and  no  motion  to  reconsider  the 
resolution  will  lie. 

Section  206  provides  for  decision  without  debate  on  all  motions  to 
postpone  with  respect  to  a  resolution  and  on  motions  to  proceed  to 
other  business.  It  also  provides  that  appeals  from  decisions  of  the 
Chair  under  these  rules  and  the  other  rules  of  the  body  shall,  insofar 
as  they  relate  to  such  resolutions,  be  decided  without  debate. 

Section  207  provides  for  the  case  where  a  resolution  is  received  from 
the  other  House.  Thus,  assume  the  case  where  the  House  receives 
from  the  Senate  a  resolution  prior  to  the  adoption  of  a  House  resolu¬ 
tion  relating  to  the  same  plan:  If  no  House  resolution  has  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  committee,  only  the  Senate  resolution  may  be  made  the 
subject  of  a  motion  to  discharge.  If  a  House  resolution  has  been 
referred  to  committee,  any  House  resolution  may  be  made  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  a  motion  to  discharge  or  may  be  reported,  just  as  if  no  Senate 
resolution  had  been  received.  On  any  vote  on  final  passage,  however, 
the  Senate  resolution  is  substituted  for  the  House  resolution. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  7, 1949 

Mr.  Dawson  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 

February  7, 1949 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I 

4  SHORT  TITLE 

5  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reorganiza- 

6  tion  Act  of  1949”. 

7  NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

8  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine  and  from  time 

9  to  time  reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of  the 

10  Government  and  shall  determine  what  changes  therein  are 

11  necessary  to  accomplish  the  following  purposes : 
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(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws, 
the  more  effective  management  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  of  its  agencies  and  functions, 
and  the  expeditious  administration  of  the  public  business ; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy, 
to  the  fullest  extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Government; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of 
the  Government  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable ; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies 
and  functions  of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  be, 
according  to  major  purposes; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  con¬ 
solidating  those  having  similar  functions  under  a  single 
head,  and  to  abolish  such  agencies  or  functions  thereof 
as  may  not  be  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of 
the  Government;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of 
effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest 
demands  the  carrying  out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  and  that  such  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in 
great  measure  by  proceeding  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  and  can  be  accomplished  more  speedily  thereby  than 
by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 
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REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation, 
finds  that — 

(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  any  other 
agency;  or 

(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
of  any  agency;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  functions  thereof,  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
any  other  agency  or  the  functions  thereof ;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part  of 
any  agency  or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other  part 
of  the  same  agency  or  the  functions  thereof ;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any 
of  his  functions;  or 

(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency  which  agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon  the 
taking  effect  of  the  reorganization  plan  will  not  have, 
any  functions, 

is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of 
section  2  (a) ,  he  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the 
making  of  the  reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has  made  find- 
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mgs  and  which  he  includes  in  the  plan,  and  transmit  such 
plan  (bearing  an  identifying  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each  reorgani¬ 
zation  included  in  the  plan,  he  has  found  that  such  reorgani¬ 
zation  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes 
of  section  2  (a) .  The  delivery  to  both  Houses  shall  be  on 
the  same  day  and  shall  be  made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in 
session.  The  President,  in  his  message  transmitting  a  re¬ 
organization  plan,  shall  specify  with  respect  to  each  abolition 
of  a  function  included  in  the  plan  the  statutory  authority  for 
the  exercise  of  such  function. 

I 

OTHER  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 
Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the 
President  under  section  3 — 

(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary,  the  name  of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  and  the  title  of  its  head;  and  shall  designate  the 
name  of  any  agency  resulting  from  a  reorganization 
and  the  title  of  its  head ; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment 
and  compensation  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other 
officers  of  any  agency  (including  an  agency  resulting 
from  a  consolidation  or  other  type  of  reorganization)  if 
the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message  transmitting  the 
plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization  made 
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by  the  plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so 
provided  for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  com¬ 
mission  or  board  with  two  or  more  members.  In  the 
case  of  any  such  appointment  the  term  of  office  shall 
not  be  fixed  at  more  than  four  years,  the  compensa¬ 
tion  shall  not  be  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  that  found 
by  the  President  to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable 
officers  in  the  executive  branch,  and,  if  the  appointment 
is  not  under  the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other 
disposition  of  the  records,  property,  and  personnel 
affected  by  any  reorganization; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other 
funds,  available  for  use  in  connection  with  any  function 
or  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  as  he  deems 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for  use  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorganization, 
or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such  func¬ 
tions  after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such 
unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be  used  only 
for  the  purposes  for  which  such  appropriation  was 
originally  made; 
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1  (5)  shall  make  provision  for  winding  up  the  af- 

2  fairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 

3  LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  EESPECT  TO 

4  REORGANIZATIONS 

I 

5  Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for, 

6  and  no  reorganization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect 
1  of- 

8  (1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  depart- 

9  ment  or  all  the  functions  thereof,  establishing  any  new 

10  executive  department,  designating  any  agency  as  “De¬ 
ll  partment”  or  its  head  as  “Secretary”,  or  consolidating 

12  any  two  or  more  executive  departments  or  all  the  func- 

13  tions  thereof;  or 

14  (2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period  au- 

15  thorized  by  law  for  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time 

16  when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization 

17  had  not  been  made ;  or 

18  (3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period 

19  authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time 

20  when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization  had 

21  not  been  made;  or 

22  (4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  func- 

23  tion  which  is  not  expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time 

24  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress;  or 
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(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that 
provided  by  law  for  such  office ;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other 
agency  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  or  all  those  functions  thereof  which  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing  said  government  or  all 
said  functions. 

(b)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  affecting  any  agency  named  below  in  this  subsection 
may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which  does  not 
affect  such  agency;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not 
apply  to  the  transfer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any 
part  of,  or  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any 
agency  not  so  named.  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in 
violation  of  this  subsection.  The  agencies  above  referred  to 
in  this  subsection  are  as  follows:  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment,  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  and  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission.  () . 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  EEOEGANIZATIONS 
Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of  the 
reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of 
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1  the  first  perioa  of  sixty  calendar  days,  of  continuous  session 

2  of  the  Congress,  following  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is 

3  transmitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of  trans- 

4  mittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  sixty-day  period  there  has 

5  not  been  passed  by  the  two  Houses  a  concurrent  resolution 

6  stating  in  substance  that  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the 

7  reorganization  plan. 

8  (b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

9  (1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as 

10  broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die; 

11  but 

12  (2)  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day  period  there 

13  shall  be  excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House  is 

14  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than 

15  three  days  to  a  day  certain;  except  that  if  a  resolution 

16  (as  defined  in  section  202)  with  respect  to  such  reorgani- 

17  zation  plan  has  been  passed  by  one  House  and  sent 

18  to  the  other,  no  exclusion  under  this  paragraph  shall 

19  be  made  by  reason  of  adjournments  of  the  first  House 

20  taken  thereafter. 

21  (c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under  provisions 

22  contained  in  the  plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later  than 

23  the  date  on  which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

24  DEFINITION  OF  “AGENCY” 

25  Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “agency” 
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means  any  executive  department,  commission,  council,  im 
dependent  establishment,  Government  corporation,  board, 
bureau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  authority,  adminis¬ 
tration  or  other  establishment,  in  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government,  and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the 
courts  thereof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  or  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  which  are  a  part  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government. 

MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “reor¬ 
ganization”  means  any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination, 
authorization,  or  abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or 
performed  in  respect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function  af¬ 
fected  by  a  reorganization  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
before  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization,  shall,  except 
to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made  in¬ 
applicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition 
of  a  function,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization 
had  not  been  made;  but  where  any  such  statute,  regulation, 
or  other  action  has  vested  the  function  in  the  agency  from 
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which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such  function  shall,  in¬ 
sofar  as  it  is  to  he  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective, 
be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the 
function  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the 
term  “regulation  or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule, 
order,  policy,  determination,  directive,  authorization,  permit, 
privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or  other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  com¬ 
menced  by  or  against  the  head  of  any  agency  or  other  officer 
of  the  United  States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation  to 
the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall  abate  by  reason  of  the 
taking  effect  of  any  reorganization  plan  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or  supplemental 
petition  filed  at  any  time  within  twelve  months  after  such 
reorganization  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a 
survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  to  obtain  a 
settlement  of  the  questions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be 
maintained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such  head  or  officer 
under  the  reorganization  effected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there 
be  ho  such  successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer  as  the 
President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 
Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropria¬ 
tions  unexpended  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  shall 
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not  be  used  for  any  purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall  take 
effect  shall  be  printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same 
volume  as  the  public  laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted 
by  the  Congress: 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making  power  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  and 
as  such  they  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each 
House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the 
procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House  in  the  case  of  reso¬ 
lutions  (as  defined  in  section  202)  ;  and  such  rules  shall 
supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  incon¬ 
sistent  therewith;  and 

(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of 
either  House  to  change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the 
procedure  in  such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of 
such  House. 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  “resolution” 
means  only  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  two  Houses  of 
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Congress,  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as 
follows:  “That  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  numbered  -  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

President  on  - ,  19 — the  blank  spaces  therein 

being  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  include  a  concurrent 
resolution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 
plan  shall  he  referred  to  a  committee  (and  all  resolutions 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan  shall  he  referred  to  the  same 
committee)  by  the  President  of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been 
referred  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan 
has  not  reported  it  before  the  expiration  of  ten  calendar 
days  after  its  introduction  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  resolution 
received  from  the  other  House,  ten  calendar  days  after  its 
receipt) ,  it  shall  then  (hut  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move 
either  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  such  resolution,  or  to  discharge  the  committee  from 
further  consideration  of  any  other  resolution  with  respect 
to  such  reorganization  plan  which  has  been  referred  to  the 
committee. 

(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favor¬ 
ing  the  resolution,  shall  he  highly  privileged  (except  that 
it  may  not  he  made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a 
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resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan) , 
and  debate  thereon  shall  he  limited  to  not  to  exceed  one 
hour,  to  he  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and  those 
opposing  the  resolution.  No  amendment  to  such  motion 
shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or 
disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed 
to,  such  motion  may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion 
to  discharge  the  committee  he  made  with  respect  to  any 
other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or  has 
been  discharged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time 
thereafter  be  in  order  (even  though  a  previous  motion  to  the 
same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to  move  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion  shall  be 
highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amend¬ 
ment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be 
in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  mo¬ 
tion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  he  limited  to  not 
to  exceed  ten  hours,  which  shall  be  equally  divided  between 
those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion 
further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amend- 
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ment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolution  shall  be  in 
order,  and  it  shall  not  he  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  hy  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  discharge  from  committee,  or  the  considera¬ 
tion  of,  a  resolution  wtih  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and 
all  motions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  other  business, 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating 
to  the  application  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House 
of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  he,  to  the  procedure 
relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

Sec.  207.  If,  prior  to  the  passage  by  one  House  of  a 
resolution  of  that  House  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 
plan,  such  House  receives  from  the  other  House  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan,  then — 

(a)  If  no  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee,  no  other  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan  may  be  reported  or  (despite 
the  provisions  of  section  204  (a)  )  be  made  the  subject  of 
a  motion  to  discharge. 

(b)  If  a  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee — 

(1)  the  procedure  with  respect  to  that  or  other 
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1  resolutions  of  such  House  with  respect  to  such  plan 

2  which  have  been  referred  to  committee  shall  he  the 

3  same  as  if  no  resolution  from  the  other  House  with 

4  respect  to  such  plan  had  been  received;  but 

5  (2)  on  any  vote  on  final  passage  of  a  resolution 

6  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to  such  plan  the  resolu- 

7  tion  from  the  other  House  with  respect  to  such  plan 

8  shall  be  automatically  substituted  for  the  resolution  of 
the  first  House. 
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ssistant  pharmacist  ( equivalent  to  the 
ny  rank  of  first  lieutenant),  effective 
date^of  acceptance 
Richang^R.  Sherwood 

Junior  assistyit  pharmacists  ( equivalent  to 
the  Army  rcPhkof  second  lieutenant) ,  ef¬ 
fective  date  ofT^eptance 
Leo  Klugman 
Paul  H.  Honda 
Paul  R.  McDaniel,  Jr. 

Senior  assistant  nurse  officer^^auivalent  to 
the  Army  rank  of  captain),  efc&tive  date 
of  acceptance 
Mildred  Jones 

Assistant  nurse  officer  ( equivalent  to 
Army  rank  of  first  lieutenant),  effective " 
date  of  acceptance  ' 

Henrietta  J.  LeGrand  Hilda  A.  Nivala 
Kathryn  M.  Meyer  Ruth  S.  Fitzgerald 
Edith  W.  Campbell  Mary  L.  Hasty 

Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey 

TO  EE  ENSIGNS,  EFFECTIVE  FROM  INDICATED 
DATES 

Dewey  G.  Rushford,  October  8,  1948. 
Gordon  D.  Scott,  October  21,  1948. 

United  States  Coast  Guard 

TO  BE  CAPTAINS,  TO  RANK  FROM  DATES  INDICATED 
George  F.  Hicks,  March  20,  1945. 

Alexander  L.  Ford,  March  20,  1945. 

Stephen  H.  Evans,  March  20,  1945. 

John  A.  Glynn,  March  20.  1945. 

John  E.  Fairbank,  March  20,  1945. 

TO  BE  COMMANDERS,  TO  RANK  FROM  DATE§ 
INDICATED 

John  S.  Merriman,  Jr.,  October  20, 

William  H.  Snyder,  November  18^T942. 

Peter  J.  Smenton,  January 
Thomas  R.  Midtlyng,  January!,  1944. 

John  B.  Oren,  January  lj«944. 

Harry  E.  Davis,  Jr.,  Jaagfary  1,  1944. 

Joseph  Howe,  JanuglFy  1,  1944. 

George  W.  Holtzpflan,  January  1,  1944. 
William  W.  CMtdress,  January  1,  1944. 

John  H.  Vfa^une,  January  1,  1944. 

John  J^^itson,  Jr.,  January  1,  1944. 

TO  BE  JgBUTENANT  COMMANDERS,  TO  RANK  FROM 
DATES  INDICATED 

arren  L.  David,  October  1,  1942. 

Victor  E.  Bakanas,  May  15,  1943. 


TO  BE  LIEUTENANTS,  TO  RANK  FROM  DATES 
INDICATED 

Robert  S.  McLendon,  December  31,  1942. 
Vincent  J.  Cass,  May  15,  1943. 

TO  BE  LIEUTENANTS  (JUNIOR  GRADE),  TO  RANK 
FROM  DATES  INDICATED 

Robert  O.  Bracken,  December  31,  1942. 
Charles  Wayne,  April  1,  1944. 

Robert  H.  Roberts,  May  1,  1945. 

Albert  G.  Jones,  November  15,  1946. 

Donby  J.  Mathieu,  November  15,  1946. 
Donald  E.  Ullery,  January  1,  1947. 

Robert  N.  Rea,  January  1,  1947. 

John  G.  Milosic,  January  15,  1947. 

Theodore  L.  Roberge,  January  15,  1947. 
Francis  Twarog,  January  15,  1947. 

Thurston  L.  Willis,  January  15,  1947. 
Bernard  B.  Wood,  January  15.  1947. 
jjamuel  W.  Branin,  January  15,  1947. 

E.  Stewart,  January  15,  1&47. 

NofBiijm  P.  Weinert,  January  15, 
JamesbBjjjEmery,  January  15,  194 
Paul  L.  AStoerson,  February  1^R47. 

William  CTrSfirber,  Februa^F  1,  1947. 
Rubin  E.  Youn|kJr.,  F^flary  1,  1947. 

Fred  J.  MichalsonM^ruary  1,  1947. 
Richard  C.  GreeinJIfcbruary  1,  1947. 

James  B.  ReynoMK;  Feteuary  1,  1947. 
Wesley  J.  Qua^fime,  Feb?%ry  1,  1947. 
William  cLjjl^rs,  February^Ll947. 

Philip  SjKll,  February  1,  194f 
Donald!©.  Davison,  February  1, 

IvanjJcT McLean,  February  1,  1947. 

vard  G.  Taylor,  February  1,  1947.  /* 
Eouis  E.  Price,  February  1,  1947. 

Franklin  F.  Bohlk,  February  1,  1947. 
Samuel  H.  Yearta,  August  22,  1948. 

Russell  W.  Lentner,  August  22,  1948. 
William  H.  Yates,  August  22,  1948. 

TO  BE  ENSIGNS,  TO  RANK  FROM  DATES  INDICATED 

William  C.  Wallace,  January  1,5,  1947. 
Henry  G.  Cassel,  January  15,  1947. 

Harley  B.  Shank,  January  15,  1947. 
Raymond  M.  Miller,  January  15,  1947. 
Charles  A.  Haley,  January  15,  1947. 
Everett  B.  Kopp,  January  15,  1947. 
r  Philip  G.  Ledoux,  January  15,  1947. 

TO  BE  PROFESSOR,  WITH  RANK  OF  LIEUTENANT, 
TO  RANK  FROM  OCTOBER  1,  194  2 

Robert  E.  Reed-Hill. 

TO  BE  LIEUTENANT  COMMANDERS,  TO  RANK  FROM 
DATES  INDICATED 

Elvin  C.  Hawley,  June  5,  1943. 

Emery  H.  Joyce,  June  5,  1943. 


Frank  McLaughlin,  June  14,  1943. 

Allan  V.  Falkenberg,  June  24,  19J 
Russel  O.  Foster,  July  7.  1943. 

Frank  T.  Burtle,  July  29,  191 
Arnold  J.  Larsen,  Decembgjgft,  1943. 

Lionel  H.  DeSanty,  De^froer  1,  1943. 

TO  BE  LIEUTENANTS RANK  FROM  DATES 
IN||KfATED 

David  H.  DouadreTMay  15,  1943. 

Theron  H.  caBo,  May  15,  1943. 

Paul  F.  FgfC;  July  1,  1944. 

TO  BE  LfliffrENANTS  (JUNIOR  GRADE),  TO  RANK 
FROM  DATES  INDICATED 
K)rge  A.  Philbrick,  March  1,  1944. 
lenry  W.  Stinson,  Jr„  March  1,  1944. 

John  W.  Day,  January  1,  1947. 

Thomas  G.  Condon,  January  1,  1947. 
Maurice  W.  Tiehen,  January  1,  1947. 

Leo  M.  Bracken,  January  1,  1947. 

Paul  S.  Hofmeister,  January  1,  1947. 

Albert  P.  Hartt,  Jr.,  January  1,  1947. 
George  E.  Tooloose,  January  1,  1947. 
William  E.  Sale,  January  1,  1947. 

Andrew  B.  Christensen,  January  1,  1947. 
Harold  A.  French,  August  22,  1948. 

Sam  Pisicchio,  September  15,  1948. 

TO  BE  LIEUTENANTS  (JUNIOR  GRADE),  DATE  OF 
RANK  TO  BE  COMPUTED  UPON  EXECUTION  OF 
OATH 


Walter  J.  Felton 
Harry  G.  Kosky 
Richard  W.  Bagnell 
Edward  P.  Sawyer 
>onard  A.  Wardlaw, 

L^Higrd  J.  Knight,  Jr. 
Jerr^fcomorech 
Enoch  HS^oulter 
Douglas  D7^,ander 
Meer 


Charles  D.  Zettler 
Frank  A.  Klafs 
Hugh  C.  McCaffrey 
Owen  B.  Smith 
Eric  G.  Grundy 
Merle  L.  Harbourt 
Harold  L.  Appleton 
Gordon  Crymes 
William  A.  McCreary 
Francis  J.  Bell 


TO  BE  ENSIGNS,  DATR£_OF  RANK  TO  BE  COMPUTED 
UPON  EXEd%TON  OF  OATH 
Robert  E.  Ogin 
Roger  J  Dahlby 
Nelson  W.  Allen 


TO  BE  PROFESSOR  (TEMPORARY),  Wl 
LIEUTENANT,  TO  RANK  FROM  JULY" 


RANK  OF 
1944 


Raymond  J.  Perry 


TO  BE  LIEUTENANT  COMMANDER,  UNITED  STAl 
COAST  GUARD,  TO  RANK  FROM  JUNE  3,  1943 

Carl  A.  Anderson 
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House  met  at  11  o’clock  a.  m. 
TfifAchaplain,  Rev.  James  Shera  Mont- f 
gnmprmn  D.,  offered  the  following] 
prayer : 

O  Love  '^fcine  that  stoops  to  human 
needs,  hear  T^when  we  call.  We  come 
to  Thee  with  o^kgares,  our  problems,  and 
our  limitations. 

We  ask  for  wisdWa  and  for  grace  that 
this  day  may  be  fruHfcl  with  good  works 
for  our  country.  Our^uid  cannot  fulfill? 
its  great  mission  withol^reverence  fort 
those  institutions  which  i^yce  secure  its| 
perpetuity — reverence  for  authority,  for] 
law,  for  Thy  church  of  whatwEr  name,| 
and  for  the  rights  of  the  individual. 

Do  Thou  regard  our  prayer,  as  wlyiray,. 
in  our  Redeemer’s  name.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  o 
Thursday,  February  3, 1949,  was  read  and 
approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 


House  of  Representatives 


A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  House  by  Mr.  Miller,  one  of 
his  secretaries,  who  also  informed  the 
House  that  on  February  3, 1949,  the  Pres-] 
ident  approved  and  signed  a  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  House  of  the  following  title:’ 

H.  J.  Res.  88.  Joint  resolution  extending  the! 
time  for  free  entry  of  certain  articles  im-| 
ported  to  promote  international  good  will. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Carr  ell,  its  enrolling  clerk,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the 
following  title,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested : 

S.  170.  An  act  to  authorize  the  transfer  of 
certain  property  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior,  and  for  other  purposes. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speakenj 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gtypie- 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Roonj^  be 
permitted  to  extend  his  remarlg^n  the 
Record  and  include  the  text  egrttiQ  ser¬ 
mon  of  Francis  Cardinal  Spapnan  of  the 
archdiocese  of  New  Yorlypfielivered  on 
February  6. 

The  SPEAKER.  IsJB’ere  objection  to 
the  request  of  tl]^pgentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no^Rection. 

[The  mattfy^Rferred  to  appears  in  the 

, .A 

REORGANIZATION  OF  GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  today  to  consider  the  bill  (H.  R. 
2361)  to  provide  for  the  reorganization  of 
Government  agencies,  and  for  other  pur- 


Monday,  February  7,  1949 

poses,  that  all  points  of  order  against  the 
bill  or  any  of  the  provisions  contained 
therein  be  waived,  and  that  there  shall 
be  not  to  exceed  2  hours  of  debate,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments  and 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  that 
committee. ' 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  does  that  include 
also  that  the  bill  will  be  read  under  the 
5-minute  rule? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Yes. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  It  will  be  read  under 
the  5-minute-fule  in  the  regular  way? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Yes. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  That  was  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  That  automati¬ 
cally  follows.  My  unanimous-consent 
request  provided  for  2  hours  of  general 
debate.  Of  course,  after  that,  if  it  is 
necessary,  consideration  under  the  5- 
minute  rule  will  follow. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  am  not  going  to 
object  to  the  request,  and  I  trust  there  is 
no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection, _ 


February  3,  1949. 
The  Honorable  the  Speaker, 

House  of  Representatives 
Sir:  Pursuant  to  the  authority  here^Fcre 
granted,  the  Clerk  of  the  House  lyeived 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  oSBFebru- 
ary  3,  1949,  the  engrossed  resol ul^n  (H.  J. 
Res.  136)  entitled  “Joint  resoliJpon  making 
_  a  further  appropriation  for  disaster  relief, 
land  for  other  purposes,"  dltested  by  the 
j  Secretary  as  having  been  j^Bsed  by  the  Sen- 
\  ate  on  February  3,  1949w 
Very  truly  yoc 

~pi-i  R.  Roberts, 

Clerk  of  the  of  Representatives. 
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Mr.  M#)RMACK.  Mr. 
ask  unammous  consent  that  tff^Com- 
mitte^pn  Expenditures  in  the  Exe 
Depaprments  may  sit  during  the  se3®jn 
ofyjRe  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  t^ 
le  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

Mr.  MARTUNf  of  Massachusetts.  Re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker, 
does  the  gentleman  mean  today,  or 
when? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  It  is  for  today.  It 
is  just  to  permit  a  brief  meeting  to  re¬ 
port  out  formally  the  bill  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  which  unanimous  consent 
was  just  obtained. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  If 
they  have  a  bill  on  the  floor  they  ought 
to  be  here. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  It  is  just  so  they 
can  meet  and  report  the  bill  out  officially. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DISASTER  RELIEF 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
•  the  following  communication  from  the 
c  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives : 


Mrs.  NORTON,  from  the  Committee 
on  House Administration,  reported  that 
that  committee  had  on  February  3,  1949, 
exammied  and  found  truly  enrolled  a 
join^resolution  of  the  House  of  the  fol- 
l  loumig  title: 

rH.  J.  Res.  136.  Joint  resolution  making  a 
irther  appropriation  for  disaster  relief,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  desires  to 
announce  that  pursuant  to  the  authority 
granted  him  on  February  3,  1949,  he  did 
on  that  day  sign  the  following  enrolled 
House  joint  resolution: 

H.  J.  Res.  136.  Joint  resolution  making  a 
further  appropriation  for  disaster  relief,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  O’TOOLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for-  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  O’Toole]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

TRIAL  OF  CARDINAL  MINDSZENTY 

Mr.  O’TOOLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  events 
it  have  transpired  during  the  past  few 
ps  at  the  anti-Christian  trials  in  Hun- 
should  awaken  the  whole  world  to 
the^sye  menace  of  communism. 

we  all  have  great  compassion 
for  His’^minence,  the  cardinal,  and  his 
codefendeMS,  at  the  same  time  we  realize 
that  somelfeng  bigger  than  any  indi¬ 
vidual  or  gnmp  of  individuals  is  being 
drawn  througlmhe  Red  furnace.  Here 
is  the  final  strugSe.  Here  it  will  be  de¬ 
cided  whether  thelbonduct  of  men  and 
nations  in  the  futulfe  will  be  governed 
by  a  civilization  that  tretaes  its  beginnings 
to  the  Ten  Commandmems  and  the  Ser¬ 
mon  on  the  Mount  or  wnfcier  the  gov¬ 
erning  philosophy  shall  spntg  from  ir- 
religion,  paganism,  materialisnLand  lust. 

Mankind  must  decide  once  anta  for  all 
whether  the  pernicious  doctrine  oLMarx 
and  Lenin  with  its  godless  philosophy 
rejecting  the  dignity  of  man  is  to  be" 
rule  of  conduct  for  the  world.  If  we 
to  accept  this  immorality,  then  civiliza¬ 
tion  is  through  and  the  anti-Christ  has 
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Mr.  LYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unar 
motjs  consent  that  all  Members  whoJlso 
desire  may  have  five  legislative  day#  to 
extend  their  remarks  in  the  Recosd  in 
connection  with  House  Concurrentjpeso- 
lution  22. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlem^i  from 
Texas?  > 

There  v|as  no  objection. 

EXTENSION  OP  REIN 

Mr.  McGREGOR  asked  aMd  was  given 
permission  t&extend  his  remarks  in  the  | 
Record  and  include  a  ne^paper  article.  * 
AIR  COORDINi 

SAGE  FROM 

UNITED  STATE! 

The  SPEAKER' 
the  following  mess: 
of  the  United  Stal 
and,  together  wii 

papers,  referred  t#th%Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Fdreigim  Commerce,  and  | 
ordered  to  be  pjpnted  ^$th  illustrations:  | 

To  the  CongrqMs  of  the  S|  l  States: 

I  transmit Aerewith  foi  e  informa¬ 
tion  and  consideration  oi  e  Congress 

the  Report  §L  the  Air  Coor  iting  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Jhe  calendar  ye  948. 

■*  Harrv  Truman. 

The  "W^ite  House,  Febr  %7, 1949. 


1G  CC^lMITTEE — MES- 
PRJEIDENT  OF  THE  | 
^(H.  OBC.  NO.  59) 

^before  the  House  | 
rfrom  the  President  | 
which  was  read,  i 
the  accompanying  § 
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COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  A'. 

Mr.JRICHARDS.  Mr.  Speake: 
half  fi  the  chairman  of  the 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Comm’ 
askrunanimous  consent  that 
miitee  may  have  permission  to  sit  d 
gdneral  debase  for  the  balance 
■~r;ek  while  tne  House  is  in  session. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  %o 
'the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Carolina? 

REORGANIZATION  OF  GOVERNMENT 
-  AGENCIES 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  2361)  providing  for  the 
reorganization  of  Government  agencies, 
and  for  other  purpose's. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dawson]. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  2361,  with 
Mr.  Harris  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  unanimous 
consent  agreement,  debate  is  limited  to 
2  hours,  one-half  of  which  will  be  under 
the  control  of  the  gentleman  ~from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Dawson]  and  the  other  half 
under  the  control  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  ladies  and  gentlemen, 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  it  becomes  my  duty  and  respon¬ 


sibility  as  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  to  present  at  this  time  for  your 
consideration  H.  R.  2361,  a  bill  for  the 
reorganization  of  Government  agencies, 
and  for  other  purposes.  I  consider  it  a 
high  privilege  to  stand  before  you  in  this 
capacity  first,  because  of  the  nature  and 
the  composition  of  the  committee  of 
which  it  is  my  good  fortune  to  be  the 
chairman.  To  my  mind  there  is  no 
more  hard-working  committee  in  all  this 
Congress.  As  I  think  of  its  membership, 
with  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  McCormack],  our  majority  leader, 
a  member  thereof,  with  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman],  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  member  a  member  thereof, 
with  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Halleck]  a  member  thereof,  I  say  I  think 
it  is  a  high  privilege  to  present  the  re¬ 
port  of  such  a  committee.  Your  com¬ 
mittee  has  worked  long  and  hard  on  this 
bill  and  has  heard  many  witnesses.  We 
believe  we  have  brought  to  you  a  bill  cal¬ 
culated  to  render  to  the  people  of  this 
country  one  of  the  greatest  services  this 
Congress  could  afford,  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  its  Government  agencies. 

In  the  last  20  years,  our  Government 
has  grown  from  about  350  agencies  to 
over  1,800  bureaus  and  agencies.  The 
number  of  employees  has  increased  from 
five-hundred-and-seventy-thousand-odd 
to  over  2,100,000.  Expenses  have  grown 
from  $3,600,000,000  to  more  than  $42,000,- 
000,000. 

We  have  heard  many  speakers  on  the 
floor  of  this  House  during  the  last  few 
years  talk  about  the  vast  cost  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  the  taxpayers  of  this  country. 
When  you  gaze  at  the  condition  of  the 
executive  department,  you.  can  appre¬ 
ciate  that  a  realigning  of  its  agencies, 
the  cutting  down  of  its  personnel,  and 
the  streamlining  of  its  business,  can  and 
will  result  in  a  great  saving  of  millions 
of  dollars  to  the  taxpayers. 

This  plan  of  reorganization  gives  the 
President  of  the  United  States  the  power 
to  take  the  initiative  in  bringing  out  a 
reorganization  plan  is  nothing  new.  This 
type  of  reorganization  has  been  tried  in 
the  past  and  has  been  responsible  for 
some  great  gains.  In  bringing  this  bill 
to  you,  we  are  profiting  by  the  experiences 
and  the  trials  and  errors  of  former  bills. 
We  believe  that  if  this  bill  is  adopted  by 
the  Congress  and  becomes  a  law  it  will 
be  one  of  the  greatest  steps  forward  we 
have  promulgated  in  the  history  of  the 
Congress. 

There  is  at  present  no  law  empowering 
the  President  to  take  the  initiative  in  the 
reorganization  of  the  executive  depart¬ 
ments.  That  authorization  expired  in 
1948.  So  if  we  mean  business  let  us  get 
busy  and  give  him  the  power  to  give  us  a 
reorganization  plan  in  time  for  it  to  be 
considered  and  acted  upon  by  the  time 
the  Congress  adjourns.  We  ought  to  pass 
this  legislation  as  speedily  as  possible. 

There  are  certain  provisions  in  this  bill 
that  are  not  found  in  other  bills.  I  think 
the  best  way  to  present  it  to  you,  since 
we  have  had  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1945,  is  to  call  to  your  attention  some  of 
the  differences. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  DAWSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  First  of  all,  I  want 
to  thank  the  gentleman  for  the  nice 
things  he  has  said  about  the  committee, 
including  me,  and  to  say  here  and  now 
that  I  am  happy  to  be  on  that  committee 
and  serving  with  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois. 

The  gentleman  has  referred  to  the  fact 
that  if  this  legislation  is  adopted  we  ought 
to  be  able  to  proceed  expeditiously  with 
the  reorganization  of  the  Government. 
I  agree  with  the  gentleman  in  that  re¬ 
gard.  I  am  wondering  if  the  gentleman 
would  agree  with  me  that  with  the  basic 
work  that  has  been  done  by  the  so-called 
Hoover  Commission,  with  the  enactment 
of  this  legislation,  and  with  the  fact  that 
the  Congress  is  now  Democratic,  as  is  the 
Chief  Executive,  this  job  ought  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  in  the  next  2  years. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  think  we  ought  to 
get  reorganization  plans  submitted  to 
this  Congress  within  a  very  short  time. 

Further,  I  wish  to  say  concerning  our 
committee  that  there  has  never  at  any 
time  been  any  question  of  partisan 
politics  raised.  Every  member  of  the 
committee  went  about  the  job  of  attend¬ 
ing  to  the  business  of  the  Congress  as 
that  job  presented  itself  to  him. 

I  refer  now  to  page  7  of  the  report, 
setting  out  the  major  differences  from 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1945.  By  and 
large  the  bill  follows  the  1945  act  which, 
in  turn,  was  largely  based  on  the  1935 
act.  The  major  differences  between  this 
legislation  and  the  1945  legislation  are 
as  follows:  First,  that  the  legislation 
here  proposed  would  be  permanent, 
while  the  1945  act  operated  for  a  limited 
time.  In  that  connection,  I  want  to  re¬ 
fer  to  the  hearings.  On  page  #  of  the 
hearings  there  is  found  an  excerpt  from 
the  message  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  the  Congress.  That 
excerpt  is  as  follows: 

First,  the  reorganization  legislation  should 
be  permanent  rather  than  temporary. 
While  the  work  of  the  Commission  on  Or¬ 
ganization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government  makes  such  legislation  espe¬ 
cially  timely  and  essential,  the  improvement 
of  the  organization  of  the  Government  is  a 
continuing  and  never-ending  process.  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  a  dynamic  institution.  Its  ad¬ 
ministrative  structure  cannot  be  static.  As 
new  programs  are  established  and  old  pro-, 
grams  change  in  character  and  scope  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  Nation,  the  organization  of 
the  executive  branch  must  be  adjusted  to 
fit  its  changing  tasks. 

The  impracticability  of  solving  many 
problems  of  organization  by  the  regular  leg¬ 
islative  process  has  been  frankly  recognized 
for  many  years  by  congressional  leaders. 

On  page  137  of  the  hearings  we  have 
this  statement  made  by  Hon.  Herbert 
Hoover,  former  President  of  the  United 
States : 

Mr.  Hoover.  My  opinion  is  that"  it  ought  to 
be  permanent  legislation  because  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  is  a  con¬ 
stantly  changing  body.  We  need  no  better 
proof  of  that  than  the  growth  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  agencies  from  350  to  1,800.  I  would 
expect  for  a  constant  shift  in  the  focus  of 
government,  giving  emphasis  to  first  one 
type  of  action  and  then  to  another,  with  the 
development  of  new  phases  of  such  action, 
all  of  which  must  be  constantly  refitted  into 
the  whole  pattern  of  the  executive  branch. 
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Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  distinguished  colleague. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Is  it  the  purpose 
of  this  bill  to  create  the  over-all  ma¬ 
chinery  under  which  the  Hoover  report 
may  be  worked  into  the  affairs  of  gov¬ 
ernment? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  You  are  right.  So  that 
that  part  of  the  Hoover  report — for  which 
we  are  spending  so  much  money — where 
the  need  is  shown,  may  be  presented  to 
the  Congress  by  the  President.  So  that 
the  President  will  have  the  power  to  in¬ 
corporate  it  into  his  plan  and  present  it 
to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Without  this  kind 
of  implementation  the  Hoover  report 
could  not  be  used? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  It  could  not  be  used 
in  the  light  of  the  experiences  of  the 
past. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  my  distinguished  colleague. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Under  the  saving  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  on  page  9  it  is  provided 
that  any  statute  or  regulation  shall  have 
the  same  effect  as  if  a  reorganization  act 
had  not  been  made  except  by  or  under 
authority  of  law  by  the  abolition  of  a 
function. 

My  question  is  this:  Could  there  be 
any  change  in  the  substantive  law  of  the 
country  by  the  abolition  of  a  function, 
or  by  the  abolition  of  a  function  would 
it  merely  mean  a  change  in  who  might 
be  required  to  carry  out  the  law?  It  is 
not  quite  clear  to  me  what  abolition  of 
a  function  means.  As  I  understood  it, 
this  Reorganization  Act  is  not  intended 
to  change  the  laws,  except  the  organiza¬ 
tion  which  might  enforce  the  law.  Can 
the  gentleman  answer  that  question? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  think  there  is  no 
question  but  that  the  act  does  not  per¬ 
mit  the  President  to  submit  a  plan  that 
changes  the  basic  law.  But  the  abolish¬ 
ment  of  a  function  means  that  where  two 
organizations  have  been  discharging  the 
same  function,  if  that  function  is  given 
to  one  of  the  organizations  it  may  be 
abolished  as  far  as  the  other  organiza¬ 
tion  is  concerned. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VORYS.  For  instance,  if  two  or 
three  agencies  were  authorized  to  make 
loans,  the  combining  of  those  functions 
by  the  abolishment  of  the  function  for 
a  number  of  the  agencies  could  not  re¬ 
peal  the  authority  to  make  loans?  Am 
I  correct? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  VORYS.  So  that  we  are  not 
changing  any  substantive  law  in  voting 
for  this? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  VORYS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  would  like  to  say 
furtl^r  on  that  point  of  the  permanency 


of  the  legislation,  this  bill  is  supported 
by  the  views  of  the  only  two  people  in 
the  world  who  have  had  experience  on 
the  subject.  The  present  President  has 
had  the  experience  of  his  past  term. 
The  former  President  had  the  experi¬ 
ence  of  his  term  in  office.  We  all  know 
from  history  that  no  man  was  more  in¬ 
terested  in  reorganizing  the  agencies  in 
the  executive  department  than  was  the 
former  President  of  the  United  States, 
Mr.  Hoover.  So  on  the  question  of  the 
permanency  of  the  legislation,  we  have 
the  testimony,  in  no  undecided  terms,  of 
the  only  two  men  who  have  had  actual 
experience.  It  gives  the  i/icoming  Presi¬ 
dent  the  opportunity  and  the  power,  as 
he  becomes  experienced,  to  suggest  to 
the  Congress  any  legislation  combining 
agencies  and  bureaus,  or  for  the  reor¬ 
ganization  of  departments,  for  the  good 
of  the  country  that  presents  itself  to 
him. 

No.  2,  reading  from  page  7  of  the  re¬ 
port: 

No  executive  agency  is  exempted  under 
this  bill,  while  under  the  1945  act  a  number 
of  agencies  were  exempted.  It  is  felt  that 
exemptions,  even  of  major  regulatory  com¬ 
missions,  would  seriously  hinder  the  reor¬ 
ganization  effort.  Many  of  the  regulatory 
commissions  have  nonregulatory  functions 
which  appropriately  might  be  assigned  to  a 
different  type  of  agency. 

That  takes  care  of  what  has  been  one 
of  the  great  faults  in  past  legislation. 
The  exempting  of  so  many  agencies  and 
the  inclusion  in  the  bill  itself  of  lan¬ 
guage  which  was  not  capable  of  clear  in¬ 
terpretation  prevented  the  Executive 
from  initiating  many  reforms  that  were 
needed  because,  in  his  judgment,  if  made, 
it  would  be  the  occasion  of  many  lawsuits 
which  might  continue'  through  the 
years. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  again  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  five  additional  minutes. 

On  page  7  of  the  hearings  we  have  this 
statement  in  the  President’s  message: 

Second,  the  new  reorganization  act  should 
be  comprehensive  in  scope;  no  agency  or 
function  of  the  executive  branch  should  be 
exempted  from  its  operation.  Such  exemp¬ 
tions  prevent  the  President  and  the  Congress 
from  deriving  the  full  benefit  of  the  reor¬ 
ganization-plan  procedure,  primarUy  by  pre¬ 
cluding  action  on  major  organizational  prob¬ 
lems.  A  seemingly  limited  exemption  may 
in  fact  render  an  entire  needed  reorganiza¬ 
tion  affecting  numerous  agencies  and  func¬ 
tions  wholly  impractical.  The  proper  pro¬ 
tection  against  the  possibility  of  unwise  re¬ 
organization  lies,  not  in  the  statutory  ex¬ 
emption  from  the  reorganization-plan  pro¬ 
cedure,  but  in  the  authority  of  Congress  to 
reject  any  such  plan  by  simple  majority  vote 
of  both  Houses. 

That  quotation  is  taken  from  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  message. 

On  page  135  we  have  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Hoover  on  the  same  subject: 

I  might  add  to  this  statement  what  I 
proposed  that  I  have  given  here,  that  I 
strongly  support  the  idea  that  there  should 
be  no  exceptions  in  this  legislation.  The 
reasons  for  that  view  are  that  X  do  not 
know  any  method  by  which  the  Congress 
can  make  a  differentiation  of  executive  and 
quasi-legislative  and  quasi-judicial  func¬ 
tions  in  these  agencies.  It  might  be  possible 


to  arrive  at  such  a  definition  with  regard  to 
them,  but  we  have  to  bear  in  mind  that 
there  are  such  functions — quasi-judicial  and 
quasi-legislative  —  in  practically  every  de¬ 
partment  of  the  Government.  We  imme¬ 
diately  get  into  difficulties  if  we  try  to  make 
definitions.  On  the  other  hand,  it  would 
seem  to  me  that  Congress  has  an  ample 
check  on  any  action  that  would  undermine 
those  Judicial  and  legislative  functions  when 
the  President  makes  his  proposed  plans.  . 

So  upon  that  change  in  the  bill  you 
have  the  testimony  without  question  and 
without  equivocation  of  the  only  two  men 
who  have  had  opportunity  to  try  out 
these  reorganization  plans. 

^Continuing  with  the  major  differences 
from  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1945,  I 
quote  from  the  report  of  the  committee: 

(3)  This  bill  will  permit  a  type  of  reorgan¬ 
ization  not  authorized  under  the  1945  act — 
the  granting  to  any  officer  of  authority  to 
delegate  any  of  his  functions.  The  main  pur¬ 
pose  is  to  make  it  possible  for  top  off  cials  to 
delegate  routine  functions  which  are  vested 
in  them  by  law  in  such  manner  as  to  prevent 
delegation. 

(4)  The  bill  omits  the  provision  of  the 
1945  act  relating  to  quasi  judicial  and  quasi 
legislative  functions  of  independent  agencies. 
The  omission  of  this  provision  is  in  line  with 
the  recommendation  of  the  President  and 
the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Branch  of  the  Government. 

(5)  The  bill  permits  submission  of  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  with  respect  to  the  gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(6)  The  bill  grants  broader  authority  to 
create  offices  made  necessary  by  a  reorgani¬ 
zation.  Under  the  1945  act  the  new  offices 
which  could  be  created  were  only  those  of 
“heads”  and  “assistant  heads”  of  agencies. 
The  change  will  permit  a  plan  to  provide  for 
the  appropriate  type  of  officer  in  each  case. 

(7)  The  bill  differs  from  the  1945  act  with 
respect  to  the  limitation  on  th^'rate  of  com¬ 
pensation  applicable  to  offices  created  by  a 
reorganization  plan. 

This  makes  no  change  in  salaries  but 
merely  enables  the  President  to  name 
salaries  in  compliance  with  executive 
law'. 

We  have  had  the  1945  act,  we  have  had 
the  1939  act.  The  bill  under  considera¬ 
tion  differs  from  them  only  in  the  man¬ 
ner  that  I  have  stated  here  in  talking 
over  the  matter  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAWSON,  f  yield. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  I  wish  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Expenditures  Committee,  on 
the  outstanding  presentation  he  has 
made  of  this  legislation.  In  bringing  in 
this  H.  R.  2361  the  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  are  indeed  entitled  to  a 
great  deal  of  commendation,  particularly 
by  reason  of  the  complicated  and  com¬ 
plex  nature  of  the  legislation.  It  is  a 
subject  that  should  have  been  presented 
to  the  Congress  before  this  session.  I 
hope  the  Congress  will  reward  this  com¬ 
mittee  and  also  the  taxpayers  of  the 
Nation  by  passing  this  legislation.  I 
again  wish  to  compliment  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  for  bringing  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  remarks. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 
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Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dawson]  correctly  stated,  this  bill 
came  out  of  the  committee  without  any 
previous  political  discussion.  No  one  has 
greater  respect  for  the  sincerity  and  hon¬ 
esty  of  former  President  Hoover  than 
have  I.  Beyond  question,  in  recommend¬ 
ing  this  legislation  Mr.  Hoover  was  ex¬ 
pressing  his  own  ideas,  being  sincere  and 
honest/  And  the  same  may  be  said  of 
our  present  President.  They  both  have 
assumed  that  every  other  President,  every 
President  who  might  succeed  Mr.  Tru¬ 
man,  would  have  the  same  degree  of 
sincerity  and  honesty. 

Without  in  any  way  being  personal,  it 
might  be  suggested  to  the  House  that 
some  day  we  might  get  a  Wallace  with 
a  Wallace  Senate  or  a  Wallace  House. 
The  results  that  might  then  come  out 
of  this  legislation  if  left  in  its  present 
form  might  not  only  be  surprising  but 
astounding  to  the  people  of  the  country. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  a  re¬ 
organization  of  the  executive  depart¬ 
ment  is  needed.  It  may  be  assumed  that 
the  failure  of  previous  Congresses  and 
of  the  present  Congress  up  to  this  time  to 
enact  legislation  similar  to  this  is  due — 
and  please  note  this — either  to  the  lack 
of  ability,  the  lack  of  information,  or  the 
lack  of  courage  on  the  part  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress.  Something  has  always 
been  lacking,  because  everyone  concedes 
that  there  must  be  a  reorganization. 

Starting  with  the  premise  that  to  serve 
the  people  we  must  have  reorganization, 
and  assuming  that  the  Congress  will  not 
act  if  left  to  itself,  where  do  we  go  from 
there?  I  am  in  favor  of  everything  this 
proposed  legislation  seeks  to  do,  but  I 
want  it  done  in  a  constitutional  way.  I 
do  not  want  to  surrender  the  powers  of 
the  Congress  to  accomplish  something 
that  is  vitally  needed,  unless  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  save  our  national  security.  Unless 
our  national  security  is  presently  threat¬ 
ened  I  cannot  support  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  unless  we  can  preserve  the  legisla¬ 
tive  powers  of  the  Congress. 

This  act,  as  previous  reorganization 
acts,  provides  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  may  submit  a  plan  to  the 
Congress,  that  upon  the  expiration  of  60 
consecutive  legislative  days  the  plan  so 
submitted  to  the  Congress  shall  become 
the  law  of  the  land  unless  within  the  60 
days  both  Houses  of  the  Congress  have 
vetoed  it.- 

This  plan  not  only  ignores  the  consti¬ 
tutional  provision  that  the  legislative 
power  is  vested  in  the  Congress,  but  goes 
farther  than  that.  It  reverses  the  leg¬ 
islative  procedure.  This  plan  provides 
that  the  President  shall  submit,  and  his 
ideas  and  his  suggestions  become  the 
law  of  the  land  unless  each  House  with¬ 
in  60  days  overrules,  vetoes,  if  you  please, 
what  he  sends  down  here.  Now,  is  there 
any  necessity  for  that?  None  at  all. 
But,  say  the  advocates  of  this  bill,  the 
Congress  will  not  act  if  left  to  itself. 
Well,  assume  that  to  be  true.  It  is  not 
necessary  that  we  leave  the  Congress  to 
itself  to  refuse  to  act. 

When  this  bill  comes  before  the  House 
under  the  5-minute  rule  an  amendment 
will  be  proposed  which  will  state — and  it 


follows  the  language  of  the  bill  on  page 
7,  section  6 — that  the  plan  submitted  by 
the  President  must  be  acted  upon  by 
both  Houses  of  Congress  within  60  days, 
and  that  to  become  the  law  of  the  land 
it  must  receive  the  sanction  of  the  two 
Houses  of  Congress. 

Is  there  any  reason  why,  having  been 
elected  as  the  people’s  representatives, 
having  taken  the  oath  here  before  the 
Speaker  when  we  were  sworn  that  we 
would  uphold  the  provisions  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution,  that  we  should  not  follow  that 
procedure? 

It  is  quite  true  that  section  S  of  ar¬ 
ticle  II  provides  that  the  President  shall 
annually  advise  the  Congress  on  the 
state  of  the  Union  and  that  he  may  on 
any  occasion  recommend  to  the  Congress 
the  measures  which  he  considers  nec¬ 
essary  or  good  for  the  national  welfare. 
But,  the  Constitution  also  says  in  the 
very  first  sentence  of  section  1  of  ar¬ 
ticle  I  that  the  legislative  power  is  vested 
in  the  Congress  which  shall  consist  of  a 
House  of  Representatives  and  a  Senate. 

Section  7  states  in  no  uncertain  terms 
that  no  bill  shall  go  to  the  President 
until  it  has  received  a  majority  of  the 
votes  of  the  Members  of  each  House. 

Now,  my  colleagues,  I  ask  you:  Are  we 
to  follow  through  and  perform  the  duty 
which  our  constituents  impose  upon  ,us, 
and  which  is  marked  out  sentence* by 
sentence  in  the  Constitution  itself?  Are 
we  to  delegate  our  legislative  power  to 
the  President  reserving  only  to  ourselves 
the  right  of  veto? 

If  there  was  a  great  national  emergency 
threatening  immediately  the  security  of 
our  Nation  we  might  waive  the  constitu¬ 
tional  provisions  on  the  ground  of  neces¬ 
sity. 

Assuming  that,  in  order  to  preserve  our 
constitutional  form  of  government,  we 
must  overcome  this  waste,  this  inef¬ 
ficiency,  it  is  not  necessary  that  we  do 
it  in  an  unconstitutional  manner. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Under  the  provisions  of 
the  pending  legislation  a  bare  majority 
of  the  two  Houses  could  reject  within  60 
days  after  receiving  the  President’s  pro¬ 
posal  any  proposal  that  he  might  make, 
but  once  the  proposal  is  accepted  and  it 
becomes  law,  then  it  would  require  a  two- 
thirds  majority  in  both  Houses  in  order 
to  overcome  the  President’s  veto. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
true  and  is  just  an  added  reason  why  we 
should  amend  the  bill,  but  do  it  now. 
There  is  not  a  schoolboy  who  has  ever 
taken  a  look  at  the  Constitution,  if  you 
ask  him  the  question:  “How  does  a  bill 
become  law  when  a  bill  is  presented  to  the 
Congress?”  but  what  would  say:  “Well,  it 
must  pass  the  House  of  Representatives, 
it  must  have  a  majority  vote  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate,”  would  he  not?  Sure.  Then  it  goes 
to  the  President  and  he  may  veto  it,  he 
may  pocket  it,  and  then  the  procedure  of 
two-thirds  follows,  and  it  becomes  the 
law  of  the  land. 

I  want  to  go  along  with  this  legisla¬ 
tion.  We  need  the  reorganization.  The 
Congress,  as  stated  before,  and  I  repeat 


it,  has  heretofore  lacked  either  the 
ability,  the  courage,  or  the  inclination  to 
do  the  job.  It  has  not  been  done.  I  am 
willing  to  have  the  President  send  down 
any  plan  he  may  wish — and  I  do  not 
care  whether  you  make  any  exemptions 
in  this  bill  of  this  or  that  department,  or 
agency.  I  care  nothing  about  that.  I 
am  not  so  particularly  concerned  about 
whether  the  legislation  is  limited  or  per¬ 
manent.  All  that  I  ask  is  that  we  do 
not  delegate  the  power  specified  in  the 
Constitution  as  belonging  exclusively  to 
the  Congress  to  the  Executive  or  any 
other  grantee. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Holifxeld], 

(Mr.  ^fOLIFIELD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man],  whom  I  respect  highly,  has  stated 
that  Congress  lacks  the  ability,  the 
courage,  or  the  inclination  to  do  the  job 
of  reorganization.  While  I  do  not  care 
to  endorse  that  statement,  I  do  say  that 
in  160  years  of  historical  record  Congress 
has  failed  to  take  affirmative  action  for 
the  type  of  reorganization  which  all  of 
us,  including  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  admit  is  desirable  in  the  executive 
branch.  So  notwithstanding  any  tech¬ 
nical  assertions  that  Congress  should  do 
the  job,  the  fact  remains  that  Congress 
has  not  done  the  job,  and  every  attempt 
on  the  part  of  Congress  to  take  affirma¬ 
tive  action  to  do  a  good  job,  a  complete 
job  of  reorganization  of  the  executive 
branch,  has  miserably  failed. 

Ex-President  Hoover,  in  appearing  be¬ 
fore  our  committee,  pointed  out  the  rea¬ 
son  for  that.  He  said  there  are  1,800 
agencies  in  the  executive  branch,  and  he 
pointed  out  that  it  is  clearly  impossible 
for  Congress,  with  all  of  its  other  duties, 
to  go  into  the  highly  technical  and  com¬ 
plicated  structure  of  every  department 
and  agency  of  Government  and  do  the 
job  of  reorganization  that  has  been  found 
to  be  necessary. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  think  it  should  be 
pointed  out,  as  distinguished  from  the 
present  situation,  that  when  Mr.  Hoover 
submitted  those  recommendations  Con-» 
gress  was  not  of  his  political  faith.  Of 
course,  that  situation  does  not  prevail 
now,  as  far  as  the  Chief  Executive  and 
Congress  are  concerned. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  do  not  see  where 
that  has  any  bearing  on  the  record  of 
160  years  of  the  failure  of  Congress  to 
do  a  reorganization  job,  nor  do  I  see 
where  it  has  anything  to  do  with  the  size 
of  the  job  that  needs  to  be  done. 

We  all  realize  that  reorganization 
plans  are’  desirable.  We  realize  that 
Congress  has  not  been  able  to  do  it  by 
affirmative  action.  So  I  consider  that 
it  is  highly  constitutional  for  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  delegate  within  certain  limits  the 
job  of  reorganization.  We  merely  say  to 
the  President,  “Avail  yourself  of  the  tre¬ 
mendous  value  of  the  24  task-force  re- 
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ports  to  the  Hoover  Commission,  and 
whatever  subsequent  reports  and  rec¬ 
ommendations  the  Hoover  Commission 
will  make  based  on  those  24  task-force 
reports.  Then,  after  considering  all  this 
material,  the  procuring  of  which  was  en¬ 
dorsed  by  the  Eightieth  Congress  when 
we  set  up  the  so-called  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  Hoover  Commission  has  been 
in  session  now  for  over  18  months  and 
has  spent  over  $1,000,000,  with  over  300 
of  the  finest  technicians  in  Government 
that  wc  could  procure,  sending  up  to  the 
Congress  plans,  not  one  plan,  but  sev¬ 
eral  plans.”  Then,  I  say  we  will  have  a 
firm  base  upon  which  a  worth-while  re¬ 
organization  of  the  executive  branch  of 
Government  can  take  place. 

When  the  President  sends  up  a  plan 
the  Congress  then  has  60  days  in  which 
to  consider  the  plan.  If  we  find  out  that 
there  is  something  bad  about  the  plan 
we  have  in  title  2  of  this  bill  a  highly 
privileged  resolution  which  can  be  offered 
on  the  floor  b^  any  Member  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  who  is  in  favor  of  a  resolution  to 
disapprove  the  plan.  Any  Member  of 
Congress  can  arise  under  high  privilege 
and  ask  that  a  vote  be  taken  on  a  par¬ 
ticular  plan  and  provision  is  made  for  1 
hour  of  debate  on  that  question.  Any 
committee  that  is  affected  by  this  plan, 
let  us  say  that  it  is  a  plan  with  reference 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  imme¬ 
diately  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  is 
on  guard  concerning  this  plan  to  reor¬ 
ganize  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
Thus  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  can 
consider  that  plan.  *  It  can  ask  for  hear¬ 
ings.  -  The  hearings  can  be  had  in  the 
Committee  on  Executive  Expenditures. 
The  chairman  or  any  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  can  come  be¬ 
fore  that  committee  and  present  its  case. 
Then,  if  the  committee  itself  refuses  to 
bring  forward  a  resolution  of  disapproval, 
any  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  can  bring  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  for  the  consideration  of  the  House 
a  concurrent  resolution  of  disapproval 
and  the  House  at  that  time  can  hear  the 
arguments  pro  and  con  and  vote  it  up 
or  down. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  It  is 
quite  true,  I  assume,  as  the  gentleman' 
said,  that  any  Member  of  the  House  can 
arise  and  propose  the  disapproval  of  a 
plan  submitted.  Assuming  that  the 
House  does  disapprove,  unless  we  can  get 
the  other  body  to  go  along,  the  proposal 
still  becomes  the  law  of  the  land,  does  it 
not? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  MCCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  If  we  pass  a  bill 
in  this  body  it  has  to  go  to  thq^other  body 
and  they  have  to  consider  it.  If  they  do 
not  take  it  up,  what  can  we  do?  Further¬ 
more,  this  provision  that  any  Member 
can  call  it  up  as  a  matter  of  high  privilege 
within  10  days  after  the  reorganization 
plan  comes  up  will  apply  to  the  other 
body  the  same  as  it  applies  to  the  House. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 


Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  But  the 
difference  is  that  the  reorganization  plan 
still  becomes  the  law  of  the  land  without 
the  action  of  one  body  while  in  the  case 
of  a  bill  it  must  have  the  approval  of  both 
Houses  to  become  law.  You  gentlemen 
realize  the  difference. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  would  like  to  point 
out,  however,  that  that  approval  is  a 
majority  approval.  In  the  case  of  a  bill 
which  has  been  vetoed  by  the  President 
and  sent  down  here,  it  takes  two-thirds 
vote  of  the  House  to  override  the  veto. 
It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  very  well-bal¬ 
anced  arrangement,  that  only  a  majority 
of  each  House  is  necessary  to  disapprove 
a  plan.  I  point  out  to  you  that  if  a  plan 
is  so  highly  undesirable,  certainly  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  can  at  that 
time  exercise  its  responsibility  and  by  a 
majority  vote  of  each  House  disapprove 
such  a  plan.  I  point  to  the  record.  Such 
a,  thing  did  occur  six  times  out  of  seven 
iii  the  Eightieth  Congress. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  would  yield,  that  particu¬ 
lar  provision  is  nothing  new  in  a  reor¬ 
ganization  bill,  and  it  was  in  the  one 
which  expired  in  April. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Exactly  so.  That  is 
the  one  I  just  referred  to.  Seven  re¬ 
organization  plans  were  sent  to  the 
House  by  the  President  under  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  of  1945,  and  six  of  them 
were  disapproved  by  majority  action  of 
both  Houses.  There  is  no  use  bringing 
up  a  straw  man  here  and  then  knocking 
it  over.  We  have  the  best  bill  that  has 
ever  been  presented  to  the  Congress,  so 
far  as  reorganization  is  concerned.  It 
gives  the  President,  for  the  first  time  in 
history,  the  power  to  go  ahead  and  use 
this  great  mass  of  information  compiled 
by  the  Hoover  Commission,  and  bring 
before  the  Congress  plans  for  our  ap¬ 
proval  or  disapproval.  Plans  which  we 
cannot  originate  in  the  House  with  all  of 
the  business  that  we  have  to  attend  to 
and  with  all  of  the  logrolling  and  pres¬ 
sure  from  groups  which  are  concerned 
with  every  facet  of  every  bureau  of  the 
great  sprawling  bureaucracy  of  govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MORRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORRIS.  Assuming  that  this  bill 
should  become  law,  the  Congress  could 
later  repeal  the  law  if  it  decided  it  should 
do  so,  could  it  not? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Exactly.  Any  part 
of  this  plan  which -becomes  law  can  be 
nullified.  I  point  out  that  in  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1932  it  gave  to  Presi¬ 
dent  Roosevelt  great  powers,  and  that 
later  on,  in  1933,  such  action  was  taken 
and  a  limitation  was  placed  upon  his 
power. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Another  out¬ 
standing  contribution  in  the  progress  of 
the  history  of  t^is  legislation — and  I 
want  to  congratulate  the  members  of  the 
committee  on  both  sides — is  the  fact  that 
it  is  permanent  legislation,  recognizing 
that  this  is  a  problem  not  for  a  matter 
of  a  year  or  2  or  3  or  4  years,  but  one 
that  is  constantly  arising,  and  that  we, 
the  majority  party — I  speak  for  myself — 


have  complete  confidence.  We  may  dis¬ 
agree  with  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  but  I  have  complete  confidence 
in  whoever  may  be  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  recognizing  the  serious  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  that  office,  and  that  any 
man  in  that  office  would  carry  on  to  the 
highest  degree  humanly  possible  in  the 
exercise  of  his  best  judgment  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  country.  I  think  it  is  a 
marked  contribution  in  the  progress  of 
legislation  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  his  contribution. 

The  Congress  has  delegated  to  the 
President  broad  authority  to  reorganize 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
five  times  in  the  past  17  years.  The  bill 
which  we  present  to  you  today  is  the 
sixth  presentation  of  a  reorganization 
bill  within  the  past  17  years.  Under  all 
of  these  reorganization  acts.  Congress 
has  delegated  to  the  President  power  to 
reorganize,  on  the  grounds  of  economy 
and  efficiency,  the  sprawling,  compli¬ 
cated  structure  of  Government  in  the 
executive  departments.  We  have  dele¬ 
gated  this  authority  because  we  have 
been  forced  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  Congress  has  neither  the  time  nor 
the  ability  for  unified  action  to  success¬ 
fully  accomplish  a  reorganization  in  the 
executive  branch.  This  principle  of  lack 
of  ability  to  execute  a  real  reorganiza¬ 
tion  has  been  well  established  and  we 
are  setting  no  precedent  today. 

The  administration  of  the  laws  which 
Congress  has  passed  has  become  more 
complicated  and  burdensome  as  bureau 
after  bureau  has  been  established  and 
expanded,  and  as  the  personnel  of  the 
executive  branch  has  multiplied  from  a 
few  thousand  to  nearly  2,000,000  govern¬ 
mental  employees. 

The  reorganization  acts  which  Con¬ 
gress  has  passed  have  varied  in  some  de¬ 
gree  over  the  years,  but  one  prime  pur¬ 
pose  has  been  contained  in  each  of  these 
acts:  That  purpose  has  been  to  delegate 
to  the  President  authority  to  do  a  job 
which  we  in  the  Congress  admit  that  we 
cannot  do.  Congress,  however,  has  been 
fearful  in  the  delegation  of  this  author¬ 
ity,  that  such  delegation  would  be 
abused.  The  Congress  has  in  the  past, 
also,  yielded  to  its  fears,  and  in  some 
instances  has  been  influenced  by  the 
tremendous  pressures  which  have  been 
brought  on  Congress  to  exempt  certain 
agencies  of  Government  completely  from 
the  President’s  delegated  power  to  re¬ 
organize. 

In  the  1939  Reorganization  Act,  we 
exempted  21  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch  from  Presidential  reorganiza¬ 
tion:  in  the  1945  Reorganization  Act,  we 
exempted  all  agencies  from  reorganiza¬ 
tion.  All  students  of  government  recog¬ 
nize  that  these  exemptions  have  crip¬ 
pled  the  President  and  have  tied  his 
hands  in  his  effort  to  set  up  an  econom¬ 
ical  and  efficient  structure  of  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  executive  departments. 

Experts  in  governmental  organization 
have  assured  us,  after  careful  and  objec¬ 
tive  analysis  that  these  exemptions  have 
prevented,  to  a  lesser  or  greater  extent, 
the  main  purpose  of  a  reorganization 
act. 

The  present  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments  has 
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had  the  same  experience  as  previous 
committees  charged  with  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  reporting  a  reorganization  act. 
Witnesses  have  appeared  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  from  outside  the  Congress,  and 
from  inside  the  Congress,  making  pleas 
for  the  exemptions  of  special  depart¬ 
ments  of  -Government.  We  have  lis¬ 
tened  to  their  pleas,  and,  in  some  in¬ 
stances,  our  personal  feelings  have  been 
sympathetic  to  their  arguments,  and  to 
their  positions.  We  have  also  had  be¬ 
fore  our  committee,  some  very  notable 
witnesses,  who  have  insisted  that  this 
time  the  Congress  give  to  the  President 
the  power  to  reorganize  the  executive 
branch  of  Government  and  to  send  to 
the  Congress  his  plan  of  reorganization, 
in  order  that  we  may  curb  the  sprawling, 
overlapping,  duplicating  bureaus  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  have  grown  Topsylike 
in  the  executive  departments  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

President  Truman,  in  his  state  of  the 
Union  message,  and  in  his  special  letter 
to  the  committee,  has  requested  that  we 
give  him  complete  power  to  present  to 
the  Congress,  efficient  plans  of  reorgani¬ 
zation,  which  will  bring  the  economy  into 
our  Government  functions  that  public 
opinion  is  clamoring  for.  He  has  asked 
that  we  make  no  exemptions  in  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill. 

The  only  living  ex-President  of  the 
United  States,  the  Honorable  Herbert 
Hoover,  has  also  appeared  before  our 
committee,  and  has  asked  this  commit¬ 
tee  to  report  a  bill  without  exemptions. 
He  has  testified  that  it  is  only  in  this  way 
that  a  real  reorganization  can  be  accom¬ 
plished.  The  testimony  of  ex-President 
Herbert  Hoover  bears  additional  weight 
at  this  time  because,  as  chairman  of  the 
so-called  Hoover  commission,  which  was 
instituted  during  the  Eightieth  Congress 
for  the  express  purpose  of  studying  our 
Government  structure  and  reporting 
back  to  the  Congress,  is  now  ready  to 
start  making  its  report  to  the  President. 

I  understand  that  24  separate  task 
forces  have  made  their  reports  to  the 
Hoover  commission.  The  Hoover  com¬ 
mission  will  base  their  report  to  the 
President  on  these  24  task-forces’  re¬ 
ports.  President  Truqaan  will,  in  turn, 
no  doubt,  base  the  reorganization  plans 
which  he  will  send  to  Congress  on  the 
reports  of  the  Hoover  commission.  In 
the  establishment  of  the  Hoover  commis¬ 
sion,  Congress  acknowledged  the  weight 
of  public  opinion  on  this  pressing  prob¬ 
lem.  Approximately  18  months’  time 
has  been  consumed  and  upward  of  a 
million  dollars  spent  on  objective  analy¬ 
ses  of  the  different  departments  of  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Following  -these  objective 
analyses,  the  task  forces  have  made  their 
reports  to  the  commission.  The  com¬ 
mission,  as  you  know,  is  completely  bi¬ 
partisan  in  its  approach  to  this  great 
problem.  If  we  are  to  cash  in  on  the 
value  of  the  most  extensive  study  which 
has  ever  been  made  of  our  sprawling 
Federal  bureaucracy,  now  is  the  time. 

The  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments  has  pre¬ 
sented  to  this  Congress  a  good  bill — a 
bill  which  we  believe  will  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  power  to  proceed  in  an  order¬ 
ly  fashion — prepare  the  reorganization 


plans  to  present  to  the  Congress  for 
approval  or  disapproval. 

Today’s  bill  does  not  contain  the 
exemption  of  any  executive  department 
or  agency  of  Government.  We  have, 
however,  recognized  the  great  concern 
felt  by  many  Members  of  the  Congress 
in  changes  in  certain  very  important 
executive  departments.  We  have,  there¬ 
fore,  prepared  what  we  believe  is  a  fair 
compromise  approach  between  those  who 
want  no  exemption  and  those  who  want 
exemptions. 

We  have  provided  that  any  plan  affect¬ 
ing  the  National  Defense  Establishment, 
which  everyone  admits  needs  reorgani¬ 
zation,  be  sent  to  the  Congress  in  a  single 
reorganization  plan.  This  will  enable 
the  Congress  to  review  such  a  plan  with¬ 
out  having  to  consider  the  merits  or 
demerits  of.  any  accompanying  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan.  We  can  then,  in  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  our  judgment,  either  accept  or 
reject  such  a  plan.  This  provision,  we 
believe,  will  meet  the  fears  and  the  con¬ 
cern  which  many  Members  have  ex¬ 
pressed  regarding  changes  in  the  status 
of  the  Marine  Corps  or  in  the  civil  func¬ 
tion  of  the  Army  engineers  or  the  Navy 
air  arm  or  other  related  matters  to  our 
national  defense. 

We  have  extended  this  same  separate 
treatment  to  three  other  agencies  of  the 
executive  branch:  The  Board  of  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
and  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  committee, 
these  three  great  bureaus  can  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  the  vital  keystones  to  our 
financial  and  business  structure.  Upon 
them  rests  the  economic  welfare  of  our 
Nation.  We,  therefore,  believe  that 
these  three  agencies  should  have  sepa¬ 
rate  treatment.  Many  other  agencies  of 
Government  are  vitally  important  and 
there  will  be  many  who  believe  that 
these  should  also  be  considered  sepa¬ 
rately/  However,  it  was  the  opinion  of 
the  committee  that  the  functions  of  the 
other  agencies  were  not  so  widespread 
nor  as  important  as  the  three  bureaus  or 
agencies  named,  and  it  was  also  believed 
that  in  many  cases  more  than  one  agency 
could  be  handled  by  the  Congress  in  the 
same  reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  HalleckL 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Air.  Chairman,  the 
committee  has  worked  diligently  and 
certainly  with  expedition  in  bringing  this 
matter  to  the  floor.  I  think  it  is  obvious 
to  all  of  us  that  this  is  basic  legislation 
and  must  be  enacted  if  the  proposals  that 
we  hope  will  be  forthcoming  for  the  re¬ 
organization  of  the  Government  may  be 
adopted. 

Of  course,  those  proposals  that  have 
been  the  subject  of  study  by  the  Hoover 
Commission  for  months  and  months  are 
the  direct  result  of  action  taken  by  the 
Eightieth  Congress  in  setting  up  that 
commission,  recognizing  that  basically  a 
job  had  to  be  done. 

I  assume,  of  course,  that  this  legisla¬ 
tion  will  be  passed  and  that  it  will  become 
law  in  some  final  form  that  will  be  effec¬ 
tive. 


May  I  say  to  my  friends  on  the  right 
side  of  the  aisle  and  my  friends  on  my 
side  of  the  aisle  that,  as  these  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  President  begin  to 
come  up,  we  are  going  to  find  that  we 
have  a  great  responsibility  before  us. 
Certainly,  to  those  of  you  who  hold  the 
majority  power,  the  matter  is  up  to  you, 
and  may  I  say  the  baby  is  going  to  be  on 
your  doorstep.  Certainly  those  of  us 
who  think  that  we  need  reorganization 
badly  are  going  to  look  to  you  to  meet 
the  issue  and  the  challenge  with  courage 
and  with  wisdom  and  with  fair  consid¬ 
eration  to  the  people  of  the  country  who 
pay  the  bills. 

I  have  asked  for  this  time  partciularly 
because  there  is  one  thing  that  has  dis¬ 
turbed  me.  It  has~  disturbed  me  ever 
since  these  matters  of  reorganization 
to  be  initiated  by  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  have  been  before  the 
Congress.  That  has  to  do  with  the  way 
they  may  affect  the  great  quasi- judicial 
and  quasi-legislative  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  By  that  I  refer  to  such  agen¬ 
cies  as  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission,  the  Federal  Trade  Commission, 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  the  United 
States  Tariff  Commission,  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Board,  the  Civil  Functions  of 
the  Army  Engineers,  and  a  number  of 
others  that  could  be  mentioned.  Those 
agencies  are  primarily,  in  my  view,  the 
creatures  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  Theirs  is  the  responsibility  to 
administer  in  the  public  welfare  legisla¬ 
tion  enacted  by  the  Congress. 

The  members  of  those  commissions  are 
appointed  for  a  term.  The  members  of 
the  commissions  do  not  change  when  the 
administration  changes.  Since  they  are 
appointed  for  a  term  they  go  on.  There 
is  a  continuity  of  their  operations.  They 
deal  with  the  very  lifeblood  of  the.  coun¬ 
try;  with  the  economy  of  the  country. 
If  there  is,  for  instance,  in  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission  a  continuity 
of  pattern  and  determination  about  the 
rates  involved  in  transportation  then,  of 
course,  the  people  of  the  country  may 
know  and  understand  from  time  to  time 
what  those  operations  are  to  be  and  what 
the  action  ought  to  be.  Certainly,  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  disastrous 
indeed  if  we  were  to  bring  about  a  situa¬ 
tion  under  which  the  quasi-legislative 
and  quasi-judicial  functions  of  this  great 
agency  should  be  brought  into  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  in  such 
manner  that  their  operations  become  po¬ 
litical  instead  of  nonpolitical. 

Take,  for  instance,  the  matter  of  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission. 
You  may  say  that  this  is  a  completely 
far-fetched  proposition,  but  it  could  hap¬ 
pen.  Suppose  that  the  functions  of  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission 
were  transferred  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce;  you  might  have  a  situation 
under  which  radio  licenses  issued  to 
stations  might,  on  a  pure  political  basis, 
be  changed.  People  build  up  great  busi¬ 
nesses  on  the  issuance  of  a  license.  They 
are  to  have  that  license  as  long  as  they 
use  it  in  the  public  interest.  And  that  is 
the  value  and  the  merit  and  the  function 
of  such  a  commission.  As  I  say,  it  would 
be  inconceivable  to  my  mind  that  any 
such  result  would  be  brought  about,  but 


920 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


February  7 


certainly  there  are  some  in  the  country 
and  I  am  afraid  some  in  the  Government 
who  would  argue  that  even  the  quasi¬ 
legislative  and  quasi-judicial  functions  of 
those  great  agencies  should  be  brought 
within  the  realm  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and,  hence,  subjected 
to  political  control.  In  the  previous  re¬ 
organizations  that  we  have  considered 
some  of  those  agencies  have  been  spe¬ 
cifically  exempted.  It  is  argued,  and  I 
can  understand  with  what  force,  that  it 
is  difficult  in  respect  to  any  agency  to 
distinguish  the  executive  functions  from 
the  legislative  or  judicial  functions.  I 
recognize  that  and  certainly  I,  for  one, 
want  to  write  the  kind  of  basic  legislation 
that  will  make  effective  reorganization 
possible.  But  the  fact  that  there  was 
concern  about  what  might  happen  to 
these  agencies  under  this  system  by 
which  in  effect,  unless  the  provision  is 
amended,  legislation  is  written  by  the 
executive  branch  and  one  branch  of  the 
Congress,  not  two,  there  should  be  some 
safeguard  so  some  of  these  agencies  in 
the  past  have  been  exempted.  In  the  act 
passed  in  1945  there  were  certain  ex¬ 
emptions.  I  think  probably  it  has  been 
pretty  well  agreed  on  the  advice  of  Mr. 
Hoover  and  others  that  such  exemptions 
should  be  kept  out  of  this  bill.  It  is  said 
that  no  President  would  think  of  trans¬ 
ferring  to  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  these  great  legislative  and 
judicial  functions  performed  by  these 
agencies.  But  it  has  been  urged,  and  I 
find  myself  in  that  school  of  thought, 
that  the  pattern  that  is  provided  in  this 
legislation  under  which  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans  regarding  four  such  independ¬ 
ent  agencies  must  come  up  separately 
and  independent  of  the  plans  effecting 
any  other  reorganization  might  well  be 
extended  to  some  of  these  other  agencies. 

This  does  not  mean  that  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans  in  respect  to  those  agencies 
cannot  be  presented  here  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  to  be  acted  upon  in  whatever  man¬ 
ner  may  be  finally  prescribed  in  the 
House.  It  simply  would  require  that  that 
plan  as  it  affected  one  of  these  great  in¬ 
dependent  agencies  should  come  up  here 
standing  on  its  own  bottom.  You  under¬ 
stand  that  if  this  legislation  is  adopted 
and  a  reorganization  proposal  comes  up 
it  might  have  five  or  six  titles.  One  of 
them  may  be  bad;  all  the  rest  of  them 
may  be  good,  but  you  cannot  pick  the 
good  apples  out  of  the  barrel  and  leave 
the  bad  ones;  you  have  got  to  take  the 
whole  barrel  or  leave  the  whole  barrel. 

I  cannot  see  how  it  really  would  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  effective  functioning  of 
this  legislation  to  extend  to  some  of  these 
other  agencies  the  same  protection  that 
is  contained  in  the  bill  on  page  7  in  sub¬ 
section  (b). 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  If  a  situation  like 
the  gentleman  said  should  occur,  where 
five  different  plans  are  treated  within 
the  same  reorganization  plan,  four  of 
them  being  good  and  one  of  them  being 
bad  in  the  judgment  of  Congress,  would 
it  not  be  possible  for  the  Congress  to  take 
affirmative  action  to  nullify  that  part  of 


the  plan  later  on  after  the  whole  plan 
had  been  passed  or  accepted  as  law? 
Could  not  the  Congress  exercise  its  re¬ 
sponsibility  by  taking  affirmative  action 
as  to  that  particular  agency? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  two  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Yes ;  I  may  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  California,  I  suppose  if 
a  plan  came  up  here  with  five  titles,  that 
might  be  done.  Of  course,  it  could  not 
be  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
because  that  is  included  in  the  four. 
But  take  the  case  of  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Board  which  regulates  air  car¬ 
riers  like  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission  regulates  surface  carriers.  We 
could  adopt  the  whole  thing,  then  turn 
around  ’find  start  legislation  through  the 
mill  to  reestablish  the  independence  of 
the  Civil  Aeronautics  Authority.  But, 
may  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  it  seems  to  me  that  that  begs 
the  question.  First  of  allr  such  action 
would  be  subject  to  a  Presidential  veto. 
The  damage  done  in  the  meantime 
might  be  irreparable.  As  I  say,  I  want 
above  everything  else  to  have  effective 
legislation  that  will  work.  I  would  like 
to  be  optimistic  about  what  the  final  re¬ 
sults  are  going  to  be.  We  have  had  this 
sort  of  scheme  on  our  books  for  quite 
awhile  and  not  a  lot  has  happened.  Yet 
I  am  still  optimistic  about  it.  At  the 
same  time,  I  cannot  remove  completely 
from  my  mind  the  responsibility  that  I 
believe  is  mine  to  try  to  see  to  it  that 
there  is  a  scintilla  of  safeguard  of  the 
independence  for  these  great  quasi-leg¬ 
islation  and  quasi-judicial  agencies. 
Many  of  them  are  bipartisan. 

Why  is  that?  Because  it  is  expected 
that  in  the  administration  of  the  basic 
law  passed  by  the  Congress,  in  which 
minority  and  majority  combined,  there 
will  be  expression  of  the  minority  view¬ 
point,  whatever  that  may  be,  so  far  as 
that  particular  agency  is  concerned  and 
to  avoid  political  control.  Of  course, 
to  transfer  it  to  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  would  entirely  do 
away  with  the  whole  concept  of  these 
independent  agencies  as  that  concept 
has  developed  through  the  years. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack!. 

(Mr.  McCORMACK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  )  * 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  the  Democratic 
and  Republican  members  alike,  has  ap¬ 
proached  the  consideration  of  this  ques¬ 
tion  from  a  very  fine  angle.  There  are 
only  two  differences  of  opinion,  one  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  and  the 
other  by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck]. 

In  relation  to  the  observations  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana,  may  I 
refresh  the  memory  of  my  colleagues  of 
the  furore  that  developed  in  1940  when 


the  Civil  Aeronautics  Authority  was  put 
under  the  Commerce  Department,  though 
the  board  was  expressly  made  independ¬ 
ent  of  the  Secretary.  It  was  put  in 
there  for  budgetary  reasons.  Instead  of 
having  that  and  a  number  of  other  agen¬ 
cies  floating  around  and  making  up  their 
own  budgets,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
thought  it  advisable  to  put  them  in  with 
certain  other  departments,  yet  maintain 
an  independent  status.  Some  Members 
of  Congress  honestly  expressed  the  fear 
that  the  independence  of  the  CAA  would 
be  taken  away,  that  politics  would  enter 
into  the  matter,  that  planes  would  crash 
on  account  of  lack  of  safety  rules,  that 
the  .pilots  would  operate  the  planes 
through  the  skies  in  a  negligent  manner. 
Yet  none  of  that  has  happened.  The 
independence  of  the  agency  still  exists. 
It  is  in  the  Department  of  Commerce 
for  budgetary  purposes  and  mainly  for 
that  purpose. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Of  course,  in  that 
transfer  the  Congress  had  already  ef¬ 
fected  a  separation  of  the  administrative 
functions  from  the  quasi-legislative  and 
quasi-judicial  function,  and  the  only 
part  of  the  operation  that  was  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Commerce  Department  was 
the  Office  of  the  Administrator  which  did 
include  the  executive  functions. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Yes,  that  is  true, 
but  you  remember  back  8  years  ago  the 
fears  that  were  expressed  as  to  the  ef¬ 
fect,  and  they  have  not  materialized. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Will  the  gentleman 
indulge  me  in  one  further  observation? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  have  talked  to  some 
of  the  folks  who  are  running  that  branch 
of  the  Government,  and  they  are  not 
quite  sure  whether  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  running  it  or  the  Civil  Aeronau¬ 
tics  Administrator,  so  I  do  not  know  what 
we  finally  accomplished  as  a  result  of  it. 
Maybe  we  just  put  a  few  more  people  on, 
but  I  am  not  quarreling  with  the  essen¬ 
tial  fact  the  gentleman  has  stated. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Now,  we  have 
1,800  agencies  in*  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment;  most  of  them  executive,  one  dis¬ 
tinctly  legislative,  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  Office.  Then  we  have  these  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies. 

Former  President  Hoover  made  an  able 
presentation,  and  both  he  and  President 
Truman  are  in  agreement  in  relation  to 
this  bill;  as  a  matter  of  fact,  they  both 
felt  there  should  not  be  any  exceptions 
at  all  or,  rather,  even  any  exceptions  in 
the  nature  of  a  separate  reorganization 
plan.  President  Hoover — and  he  speaks 
with  the  voice  of  experience — has  testi¬ 
fied  that  there  are  over  30  agencies  en¬ 
gaged  in  lending  money  and  making 
guaranties  and  in  insurance  activities. 
There  are  23  activities  engaged  in  major 
construction  work  competing  against 
each  other  for  labor  and  material.  They 
are  scattered  over  11  departments  of  the 
Government.  There  are  10  agencies 
dealing  with  major  transportation  ques¬ 
tions;  that  is,  not  connected  with  regu¬ 
latory  functions,  that  are  scattered 
through  8  departments  and  independent 
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agencies.  There  is  the  question  of  the 
agencies  reporting  to  the  President.  He 
had'  three  lists  before  him.  One  list 
showed  65  such  agencies.  Another  com¬ 
puted  94  such  agencies.  Another  com¬ 
puted  them  as  101  agencies  reporting  to 
the  President.  As  the  former  President 
said,  “The  discrepancy  in  the  lists  is  a 
difference  of  opinion  as  to  how  much  re¬ 
sponsibility  the  President  may  have  in 
each  case.  Most  of  them  exercise  some 
executive  function."  The  gentleman 
from  Indiana  presents  a  very  interesting 
question  and  I  am  very  glad  he  did.  I 
have  some  observations  to  make  which,  I 
think  that,  as  realists  and  legislators,  we 
cannot  escape  considering.  We  must 
face  the  realization  of  what  has  de¬ 
veloped  in  the  growth  of  so-called  ad¬ 
ministrative  law.  At  the  outset  of  our 
country  we  were  an  agricultural  nation. 
While  the  framers  of  the  Constitution, 
as  well  as  the  later  Congresses  amending 
the  Constitution^  recognized  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  constitutional  flexibility  to  meet 
changing  conditions,  particularly  in  the 
powers  delegated  to  the  Central  Govern¬ 
ment  under  the  general  welfare  clause, 
and  the  power  to  regulate  interstate  com¬ 
merce,  it  is  quite  probable  that  they  never 
contemplated  the  growth  of  our  country 
into  the  great  industrial  Nation  it.  is  to¬ 
day.  In  order  to  try  and  meet  the  per¬ 
plexing  and  trying  problems  arising  from 
our  intense  economic  system,  which  is  a 
combination  of  our  industry  and  agricul¬ 
ture,  Congress,  through  necessity  to 
try  and  meet  the  complicated  situation, 
brought  into  being,  which  is  now  highly 
developed  and  will  undoubtedly  increase 
as  necessity  demands,  a  system  through 
the  establishment  of  many  agencies,  most 
of  them  independent,  with  quasi  legisla¬ 
tive  power,  authorizing  them  to  enter 
into  the  field  of  detailed  regulatory  legis¬ 
lation  as  well  as  delegating  to  them  quasi 
judicial  powers  to  function  effectively  in 
carrying  out  the  intent  of  the  Congress, 
Congress  resorted  to  the  device  of  estab¬ 
lishing  independent  agencies  in  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  departments.  That  is  where 
they  are  located.  The  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission  was  the  first  instance, 
but  the  increase  since  its  establishment 
has  been  rapid.  The  legislation  that 
created  them  usually  consisted  of  a  dec¬ 
laration  of  the  policy  of  the  Congress,  the 
promulgation  of  broad  rules  to  govern 
the  acts  of  individuals  and  corporations 
in  a  particular  field,  and  a  commission 
established  with  the  authority  to  imple¬ 
ment  and  enforce  the  policies  and  prin¬ 
ciples  stated  by  the  Congress.  The 
theory  is  that  the  Congress  did  not  ad¬ 
vocate  or  even  delegate  its  legislative 
functions,  but  it  exercised  that  function 
of  broad,  general  declarations  leaving 
the  application  of  its  policy  in  a  particu¬ 
lar  instance  to  an  agency  of  its  own 
Creation. 

The  rules  and  regulations  can  only  be 
set  aside  by  an  act  of  Congress  or  by  de¬ 
cisions  of  the  court,  if  any  rule  in  the 
latter  case  goes  beyond  the  authority 
granted  to  the  agency.  Until  such  action 
takes  place,  they  have  the  force  of  law. 

Such  agencies  have  broad  quasi-judi¬ 
cial  powers  in  their  given  fields,  with  a 
limited  review  by  the  courts.  Such  agen¬ 
cies  were  born  of  the  necessity  that  faced 


the  Congress  in  meeting  the  important 
public  questions,  the  recognition  from  a 
practical  angle  by  the  Congress  of  its  in¬ 
ability  to  pass  detailed  regulatory  legis¬ 
lation  and  also  conduct  necessary  quasi¬ 
judicial  hearings.  That  question  of 
necessity  arose  in  accomplishing  its  leg¬ 
islative  purpose  and  objective. 

But  these  agencies  also  have  functions 
that  are  purely  executive.  In  addition, 
the  heads  or  members  of  the  boards  or 
commissions  are  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate,  the 
same  as  strictly  executive  agencies. 
Their  executive  functions  have  increased 
tremendously.  No  matter  what  the  in¬ 
tent  of  the  Congress  was  in  their  crea¬ 
tion,  that  they  were  intended  as  arms  of 
the  legislative  branch,  the  very  necessi¬ 
ties  of  the  operations  of  these  agencies, 
the  ever-growing  questions  that  arise  in 
their  field,  the  large  increase  in  the  num¬ 
ber  of  employees  as  a  result  thereof,  and 
the  many  other  demands  made  upon 
them,  have  brought  about  a  sharp  change 
in  the  character  of  these  agencies  and 
their  operations  and  the  original  intent 
of  the  Congress  in  creating  them. 

Confining  myself  to  the  question  of 
this  bill,  which  is  a  reorganization  bill, 
we  must  face  the  practical  situation. 
There  is  no  reason  why  these  agencies 
should  not  be  the  subject  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion  consideration.  The  very  growth  of 
their  jurisdiction  and  duties,  they  being 
not  responsible  directly  to  the  people, 
really  makes  them  a  fourth  department 
of  the  Government.  That  is  what  they 
constitute.  That  is  what  it  has  devel¬ 
oped  into.  We  'never  intended  that,  but 
they  have  really  developed  into  a  fourth 
department  of  the  Government.  As  they 
are  now  constituted,  this  raises  some  very 
serious  questions  as  to  whether  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  continue  to  consider  them 
as  arms  of  Congress  or  parts  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch. 

This  question  is  not  directly  involved 
in  this  bill,  but  the  fact  does  remain  that 
if  we  exclude  them  or  provide  for  a  sepa¬ 
rate  reorganization  in  so  many  agencies, 
we  are  not  facing  the  realities  of  the 
situation.  To  provide  in  the  case  of  every 
agency  that  a  separate  ^’organization 
plan  must  be  submitted  by  the  President 
would  seriously  cripple  the  effectiveness 
of  any  reorganization  of  the  executive 
branch.  There  are  too  many  such  agen¬ 
cies  in  existence. 

I  will  admit  that  if  I  had  my  way  we 
would  not  have  made  the  exemptions 
we  did,  but  this  bill  is  the  best  bill  that 
has  ever  been  reported  out  of  any  com¬ 
mittee.  The  first  reorganization  bill  not 
so  many  years  ago  had  21  exemptions. 
The  next  one  had  12  or  14  exemptions. 
In  this  bill  there  are  no  exemptions.  We 
only  provide  that  in  the  case  of  three 
agencies  and  one  department  a  separate 
reorganization  plan  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress. 

These  independent  agencies  have  de¬ 
veloped  for  all  practical  purposes  into  a 
fourth  department  of  the  Government, 
and  the  very  serious  implications  arising 
therefrom  cannot  be  overlooked  by  you 
and  me  as  legislators.  They  cross  the 
lines  of  the  legislative,  executive  and. 
judicial  branches  of  government.  They 
include  all  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  leg¬ 


islative,  executive  and  judicial  branches 
which  were  expressly  established  by  the 
Constitution.  Congress,  through  neces¬ 
sity,  created  them.  We  know,  as  experi¬ 
enced  legislators,  that  Congress  cannot, 
through  necessity,  successfully  reorganize 
them.  The  very  fact  that  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  this  bill  and  the  fact  that  Con¬ 
gress  has  in  the  past  enacted  into  law 
reorganization  bills  is  a  frank  admission 
of  the  inability  of  Congress  to  effectively 
reorganize  the  executive  branch  of  the 
government,  not  to  mention  the  so-called 
independent  agencies.  The  many  com¬ 
plicated  questions  involved  make  that 
very  difficult  from  a  practical  angle.  I 
think  we  have  the  courage.  There  is  no 
question  about  it.  But  just  think  of  the 
vast  scope  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
government  and  think  of  these  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies  and  how  they  are  inter¬ 
related.  That  is  a  very  delicate  and  tech¬ 
nical  subject  which  Congress,  from  a 
practical  angle,  finds  it  difficult  to  ap¬ 
proach.  I  cannot  conceive  of  any  Presi¬ 
dent  in  reorganizing  the  independent 
agencies  doing  so  in  a  manner  which 
would  affect  the  intent  of  Congress  inso-’ 
far  as  quasi-legislative  and  quasi-judicial 
functions  are  concerned,  so  that  such 
agencies  retain  either  an  independent  or 
an  autonomous  position — either  inde¬ 
pendent  as  now,  or  autonomous  within 
some  other  agency  or  department.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  we  possess  under  this  bill  the 
right  to  refuse  to  approve  any  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans  submitted  to  us.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana  has  done  a  very 
constructive  piece  of  work  in  bringing 
this  up.  I  make  these  observations  for 
your  consideration.  Our  independent 
agencies  have  gone  far  beyond  the  intent 
of  Congress.  They  constitute,  in  fact,  a 
fourth  department  of  government.  We 
will  not  reorganize  them.  This  is  the 
only  way  it  can  be  done,  by  conferring 
upon  the  President  the  power.  That  will 
bring  them  back  under  one  responsible 
head  at  least  and  not  take  them  further 
away  from  the  people  than  either  the 
President  or  you  or  me  as  Members  of 
Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
desire  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Riehlman]. 

Mr.  RIEHLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
my  intention  to  vote  for  this  legislation 
as  it  was  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Expenditures,  of  which  I  am  a  mem¬ 
ber.  Ever  since  I  have  been  in  Congress 
reorganization  of  the  executive  branch 
of  our  Government  has  been  a  subject 
of  keen  interest  to  me.  With  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1939,  and  again  in  1945, 
there  has  been  no  recommendations  of 
magnitude  which  would  lend  toward 
more  efficient  and  economical  operation 
of  the  executive  branch  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment.  As  at  the  present  time,  there  is 
a  tremendous  overlapping  and  duplica¬ 
tion  of  the  functions  of  many  of  the 
agencies  and  bureaus  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment,  I  cite  just  a  few:  Lending  Gov¬ 
ernment  funds,  29  agencies;  acquisition 
on  land,  24;  wildlife  preservation,  16; 
welfare  matters,  28;  gathering  statistics, 
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65.  Is  there  any  wonder  that  there  is  a 
lack  of  efficiency  and  economy  and  over¬ 
all  direction  with  so  many  agencies  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  same  subjects?  If  we  are 
ever  going  to  curtail  the  unnecessary 
expansion  of  our  Government,  we  must 
start  now  to  consolidate  and  abolish 
those  bureaus  and  agencies  which  are  not 
necessary  to  the  service  of  our  people. 

I  feel  that  the  President  should  be 
given  the  authority  at  this  time  to  make 
whatever  recommendations  that  are  « 
necessary  for  the  reorganization  of  the 
executive  branch  of  our  Government 
with  all  agencies  and  bureaus  coming 
within  the  scope  of  this  plan.  It  would, 
however,  exclude  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  Office  and  1;he  courts  of  the  District 
of  Columbia.  I  am  in  wholehearted 
agreement  with  the  testimony  given  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  by  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  Lindsay  Warren.  I  questioned  him 
as  follows: 

Mr.  Warren,  I  have  been  greatly  Impressed 
today  with  the  sincerity  and  the  earnestness 
of  your  presentation  with,  regard  to  this 
legislation.  I  followed  it  through  carefully 
and  I  believe  it  is  your  earnest  feeling  that, 
if  this  legislation  is  enacted,  there  will  be 
greater  efficiency  in  the  departments  of  our 
Government,  and  also  there  should  be  a  tre¬ 
mendous  amount  of  economy. 

Mr.  Warren.  I  certainly  do  think  that,  Mr. 
Riehlman.  I  would  like  to  say  this — and  I 
weigh  my  words  when  I  say  it:  If  this  fails, 
then  we  might  as  well  close  up  the  shop 
for  good  regarding  hopes  of  ever  reducing 
the  size  of  this  Government  or  eliminating 
waste  and  extravagance  and  useless  func¬ 
tions.  I  say  that  very  sincerely.  I  think 
this  is  just  about  the  last  chance.  It  is 
almost  the  last  chance  I  will  have  coming 
up  here  on  it. 

Mr.  Warren  is  not  alone  speaking  as 
Comptroller  General  but  with  the  back¬ 
ground  as  a  Member  of  Congress  for 
many  years. 

Mr.  Hoover,  appearing  before  the 
committee,  made  this  remark: 

This  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  and  a 
step  which  should  and  must  be  taken  with¬ 
out  delay. 

I  feel  with  this  authority  granted  to 
the  President  by  the  Congress,  there 
should  be  no  reason  why  he  cannot  carry 
out  the  recommendations  set  forth  in 
his  letter  to  Congress  asking  for  this 
authority.  Therefore,  if  proper  recom¬ 
mendations  are  not  made,  there  will  be 
no  question  as  to  where  the  responsi¬ 
bility  can  be  placed. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
desire  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  William  L.  Pfeiffer]. 

Mr.  WILLIAM  L.  PFEIFFER.  Mf. 
Chairman,  at  this  time  I  should  like  to 
state  that  I  deem  it  an  honor  and  a  privi¬ 
lege  to  serve  on  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 
under  the  chairmanship  of  that  able  and 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dawson], 

I  am  in  favor  of  a  reorganization  of 
Government  agencies,  and  I  hope  this 
proposed  legislation  will  provide  the  effi¬ 
ciency  and  economy  that  we  think  it  will. 

I  recognize  that  there  are  no  exemp¬ 
tions  for  any  agencies  in  this  proposed 
legislation,  but  I  would  be  remiss  in  my 
duties  if  I  did  not  point  out  to  the  Mem¬ 


bers  of  this  House  that  I  have  received  a 
great  many  letters  and  telegrams  from 
my  constituents  urging  that  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army, 
be  exempt  from  reorganization  under 
this  legislation. 

Since  George  Washington’s  time  the 
civil  functions  have  been  historically  per¬ 
formed  by  this  highly  trained,  non¬ 
political  branch  of  the  Army,  on  a  non¬ 
partisan  and  very  efficient  basis.  They 
have  performed  with  great  credit  in 
peacetime  the  river  and  harbor  work 
especially  \yhere  it  involves  the  big  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  projects,  such  as  naviga¬ 
tion,  reclamation,  power,  flood  control, 
and  in  my  district,  particularly,  bounded 
by  two  of  the  Great  Lakes — Erie  and 
Ontario — containing  the  Niagara  River, 
and  many  small  harbors,  they  have  been 
of  immeasurable  assistance  to  the  area. 
These  peacetime  duties  have  contrib¬ 
uted  greatly  to  the  success  of  our  war 
efforts  in  the  last  two  great  world  wars. 

I  would  hate  to  see  the  functions  now 
performed  by  the  Corps  transferred  to 
some  other  Federal  agency,  which  may 
have  tremendous  political  influence  by 
virtue  of  a  Secretary  having  Cabinet 
status,  and  to  have  these  duties  per¬ 
formed  on  the  basis  of  politics  rather 
than  of  high  professional  competence. 

I  hope,  however,  that  the  proposed 
legislation  which  provides  that  a  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  providing  for  reorgan¬ 
ization  affecting  the  National  Military 
Establishment  will  have  to  be  submitted 
to  Congress  in  a  so-called  “one  package” 
plan  will  afford  this  great  Corps  the  pro¬ 
tection  it  so  richly  deserves. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  30  seconds  to 
congratulate  the  gentleman  who  just 
left  the  Well  of  the  House  upon  the  ac¬ 
ceptance  by  the  now  majority  of  the 
proposition  offered  by  Mr.  Hoover  so 
many  years  ago,  and  upon  their  final  be¬ 
lated  recognition  of  his  great  services  to 
our  country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Har¬ 
vey], 

(Mr.  HARVEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
purpose  in  addressing  the  House  is  to 
support  this  resolution  and  I  do  com¬ 
mend  it  to  the  House.  I  think  it  should 
pass.  I  say  I  support  this  resolution — 
I  am  supporting  the  principle  of  the 
resolution.  It  was  my  own  experience 
at  the  State  level  to  serve  in  the  capacity 
of  attempting  to  help  reorganize  the 
Sttae  government.  The  general  assem¬ 
bly  made  two  or  three  rather  futile  at¬ 
tempts  and  finally  passed  a  bill  which 
in  effect  delegated  that  authority  to  the 
budget  committee,  of  which  I  happened 
to  be  chairman  at  that  time.  I  know  the 
blood,  sweat  and  tears  that  came  out  of 
that  particular  type  of  effort.  I  say 
that  this  effort  which  is  now  before  us  is 
certainly  a  .piost  laudable  one  because  in 
compai'ison  the  need  for  reorganization 
at  the  Federal  level  is  far,  far  greater 
than  any  that  might  be  in  existence  at 
the  State  level. 

'  For  the  last  20  years  we  have  needed 
this.  There  have  been  a*  number  of 
attempts  made  to  reorganize  the  execu¬ 


tive,  most  of  which  have  achieved  little 
general  benefit,  not  only  so  far  as  the 
people  are  concerned  but  the  efficiency 
of  those  who  are  empowered  within  the 
Government  itself. 

The  Congress  has  not  accomplished 
this  very  necessary  task,  and  evidently 
will  not.  The  present  plan  seems  to  be 
the  very  best  hope  to  do  so.  While  it 
does  not  provide  the  usual  approach  for 
the  enactment  of  legislation,  in  that  the 
President  inaugurates  the  resolution  and 
the  Congress  either  votes  it  up  or  down, 
nevertheless  the  plan  has  already  been 
used.  There  remains  some  doubt  in  the 
minds  of  Members  of  the  House,  particu¬ 
larly  those  who  are  constitutional  law¬ 
yers,  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  this 
act.  Not  being  an  attorney,  I  am  not 
attempting  to  pass  on  it.  I  do  say, 
however,  that  the  positive  approach 
would  seem  the  most  logical  one,  but  in 
the  event  that  it  is  not  adopted,  certainly 
I  can  say  that  this  approach  does  pro¬ 
vide  all  the  necessary  safeguards  it 
would  seem  to  me.  For  the  final  power 
is  invested  in  the  representatives  of  the 
people.  . 

I  want  to  congratulate  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  who  I  think  has  made 
a  very  valiant  attempt  to  try  to  get  a 
good  resolution  before  the  House.  This 
has  not  been  an  easy  task. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  want  to  say  I  am 
very  happy  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
is  a  member  of  this  committee  because  of 
the  long  years  of  experience  he  has  had 
with  this  kind  of  problem.  There  is  no 
limitation  on  the  number  of  Government 
employees  who  can  be  employed  at  any 
particular  time  in  this  bill,  is  there? 
There  is  no  provision  at  all  to  limit  Fed¬ 
eral  employees? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  think  that  is  one  of  the  greatest 
weaknesses  of  the  bill?  Does  not  the 
gentleman  feel  that  there  should  be  a 
limitation  placed  in  this  resolution  or 
in  some  bill  which  would  provide  that 
no  more  than  so  many  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  could  be  on  the  pay  roll  at  any 
one  time?  I  am  afraid  that  this  legis¬ 
lation  will  permit  them  to  shift  em¬ 
ployees  from  one  department,  agency,  or 
bureau  of  the  Government  to  another, 
and  we  will  get  no  reSuction  in  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  personnel  cost  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  And  I  wish  to  bay  that  his  point 
is  well  taken.  However,  due  to  his  long 
experience  in  the  field  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  I  would  suggest  to  him  that  pri¬ 
marily  the  responsibility  for  reducing 
Government  employees  should  be  re¬ 
solved  in  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  JENSEN;  I  think  the  gentleman 
is  right,  except  that  I  think  that  sort 
of  thing  could  be  placed  in  this  bill.  I 
wish  to  say  to  the  gentleman  that  the 
subcommittee  on  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  in  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
of  which  I  was  chairman  last  year,  lim¬ 
ited  the  amount  of  funds  which  could 
be  spent  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
to  $48,000,000. 
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Mr.  HARVEY.  May  I  congratulate 
the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  the  gentleman  five 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  may  say  that  Mr. 
Lindsay  Warren,  our  present  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General,  who  testified  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  and  who  was  a  Member  of  the 
Congress  during  the  time  when  the  1939 
Act  was  placed  on  the  books,  said  that 
it  was  defeated  by  the  great  army  of 
“butters”;  that  everybody  who  came  and 
testified  before  the  committee  said,  “We 
are  for  this  legislation,  but,”  and  then 
proceeded  to  ask  for  the  exemption  of 
some  particular  department.  By  the 
time  the  bill  was  through  the  Congress, 
two-thirds  of  those  affected  by  the  bill 
had  sneaked  out  from  under,  so  that 
when  you  start  making  exemptions  in  a 
bin  of  this  nature  you  will  nullify  its 
benefits. 

Mr.  EOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Is  it  not  true  that 
it  is  impossible  to  write  a  specific  limita¬ 
tion  into  a  bill,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
government  is  not  static;  it  is  dynamic 
and  a  constantly  changing  function  of 
'service  to  the  people,  and  by  the  very 
fact  that  Congress  itself  creates  new 
services  and  new  functions,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  prescribe  a  definite  limi¬ 
tation  of  personnel? 

Mr.  HARVEY.  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  it  was  perhaps  best  de¬ 
scribed  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
as  a  fluid  condition. 

I  shall  conclude  briefly  by  saying  that 
I  feel  that  the  responsibility  under  this 
act  will  be  placed  directly  on  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  I  hope  he  will  meet  the  obligation 
under  the  privilege  we  are  giving  him 
with  no  strings  attached  to  it,  and  that 
he  will  perform  this  much-needed  task 
for  the  improvement,  efficiency,  and 
economy  of  our  Government. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  LanhamL 

(Mr.  LANHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  dis¬ 
cussing  this  bill  I  wish  to  do  so  under 
three  headings:  First,  the  necessity  for 
reorganization;  second,  the  plan  or 
method  of  reorganization;  and,  third,  to 
touch  briefly  on  the  constitutionality  of 
the  proposed  legislation.  Under  the  lat¬ 
ter  head  I  need  not  take  very  much  of 
the  time  of  the  Committee  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  rather  late  to  be  raising  the 
question  of  the  right  cf  Congress  to  dele¬ 
gate  legislative  authority.  We  have  been 
doing  it  for  the  past  hundred  years,  and 
so  long  as  we  set  up  proper  standards  to 
guide  the  person  to  whom  the  delegation 
of  authority  is  made  it  is  constitutional. 

I  am  extending  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  a  detailed  argument  for  the  con¬ 
stitutionality  of  this  bill. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY  OF  THE  REORGANIZATION 
BILL 

Some  question  was  raised  at  the  hear¬ 
ings  on  H.  R.  1569 — Eighty-first  Con¬ 


gress — as  to  the  constitutionality  of  turn¬ 
ing  over  to  the  Executive  the  legislative 
function  involved  in  reorganization  of 
the  executive  branch.  The  bill  proposes 
authority  to  transfer,  consolidate,  or 
abolish  agencies  and/or  functions  of  the 
Federal  establishment,  the  President’s 
orders  or  plans  for  such  purpose  to  be¬ 
come  effective  only  after  they  have  lain 
before  Congress  in  session  for  60  days 
without  the  adoption  by  the  two  Houses 
of  a  concurrent  resolution  of  disapproval. 

From  one  point  of  view  there  is  no 
delegation  at  all.  That  is,  as  suggested 
at  the  hearings,  there  is  merely  a  reversal 
of  the  legislative  process,  the  Executive 
acting  first,  and  the  Congress  competing 
the  legislative  action  by  declining  tune- 
gate  the  propositions.  This  is  not,  how¬ 
ever,  tenable,  because  the  legislative 
process  requires — Constitution,  article  I, 
7-2 — that  both  Houses  concur  separately 
on  each  enactment;  under  the  plan  of 
the  present  bill  a  reorganization  plan  will 
become  law  notwithstanding  one  House 
may  vote  its  outright  disapproval. 

Rather,  it  seems  more  m  order  to  re¬ 
gard  the  plans  as  legislation  by  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive,  under  authority  delegated  in  the 
present  bill,  subject,  as  a  safeguard,  to 
veto  if  both  houses  disapprove  during 
the  60-day  waiting  period.  Is  such  dele¬ 
gation  authorized? 

It  is  far  too  late  to  raise  a  question 
whether  the  legislative  function  may  be 
delegated.  What  was  sanctioned  by  over 
a  hundred  years  of  decisions — The  Brig 
Aurora  C7  Cr.  382  (1813) ),  Field  v.  Clark 
(143  U.  S.  649  (1892)),,  Intermountain 
Rate  cases  (234  U.  S.  476  (1914) )— of  the 
•Supreme  Court  was  not  intended  to  be 
overturned  by  the  two  decisions  in  the 
NRA  cases  14  years  ago — Panama  Refin¬ 
ing  Co.  v.  Ryan  (293,  U.  S.  388),  Schech- 
ter  Poultry  Carp.  v.  United  States  (295 
U.  S.  495).  The  latter  gave  direction, 
but  did  not  call  a  halt.  That  this,  on 
reflection,  is  obvious,  is  demonstrated  by 
the  more  recent  delegations  of  legislative 
power  now  fully  sustained  on  topics  and 
subjects  far  more  essentially  legislative 
in  their  nature  and  incidence,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  devaluation  of  the  dollar,  tariff 
adjustments  hy  reciprocal  trade  agree¬ 
ments,  price  fixing  by  OFA,  rent  control, 
as  still  in  effect,  and  many  others — Yakus 
v.  U.  S.  (321  U.  S.  414,  64  S.  Ct.  660), 
Bowles  v.  Willingham  (321  U.  S.  503,  64 
S.  Ct.  641).  What  was  given  point  by 
the  NRA  cases  was  the  requirement  that 
■  Congress  fulfill  its  function  by  delineat¬ 
ing  the  policies  to  be  followed,  demark¬ 
ing  the  guides  for  Executive  action,  and 
detailing  the  standards  which  the 
President  must  follow.  It  is  believed  the 
first  five  sections  of  the  bill  comply  with 
these  requirements  admirably.  They  set 
forth  the  aims  to  be  sought,  the  methods 
to  be  used,  the  objectives  to  be  reached 
to  effect  the  aims,  and  the  limits  and 
restraints  which  may  not  be  encroached 
upon.  Thus  while  it  has  been  objected 
that  the  bill  proposes  to  abdicate  the 
legislative  power  of  the  House  to  the 
President  and  to  the  Senate — since  the 
joint  approval  of  the  latter  could  effectu¬ 
ate  a  plan  turned  down  by  the  House — it 
seems  more  correct  to  say  the  House  is 
now,  by  the'  adoption  of  this  bill,  exercis¬ 
ing  its  constitutional  function  and  giving 


force  in  advance  to  whatever  plans  of  the 
Executive  are  promulgated  under  its  au¬ 
thority — and,  more  importantly,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  its  provisions — and  are  not  dis¬ 
approved  by  the  Senate. 

TWo  authorities  seem  to  be  so  closely 
in  point  as  themselves  to  be  determina¬ 
tive.  While  the  concurrent  resolution 
veto  was  called  for  by  the  1939  and  1945 
acts,  no  tests  were  possible  under  the 
former  because  Congress  approved  each 
plan  affirmatively  by  what  amounted  to 
a  new  statute  in  each  case — Fifth  United 
States  Code  133  s-u-v — and  no  court 
cases  on  the  question  have  been  noted 
under  the  1945  act. 

But  in  two  cases  the  constitutional  is¬ 
sue  was  directly  raised  under  the  previ¬ 
ous  but  quite  similar  Reorganization  Act 
of  March  3,  1933.  It  is  notable  that 
that  act  was  much  broader  than  the 
present  bill,  in  that  there  were  no  ex¬ 
empt  agencies  or  single-plan  method 
called  for.  There  was  less  detail  in  the 
way  of  guides  and  standards,  and  while 
the  Executive  orders  were  required  to 
lay  before  Congress  for  60  days,  there 
was  no  provision  for  a  congressional 
veto  other  than  by  the  enactment  of 
new-  legislation.  Certain  sections  of  the 
Government-wide  reorganization  effect¬ 
ed  under  that  law — Executive  Order  No. 
6166  of  June  10,  1933— were  questioned 
upon  the  basis  that  the  delegation  of 
authority  was  unwarranted  under  the 
Constitution.  The  case  came  up  before 
a  statutory  three-judge  court,  composed 
of  Circuit  Judge  Chase,  District  Judge 
Bondy,  and-  District  Judge  Robert  P. 
Patterson.  The  reorganization  was  fully 
sustained  in  the  decision  of  the  court, 
the  opinion  stating,  Congress  “elected  to 
have  the  President  investigate  and  de¬ 
cide  what  should1  be  done  in  this  regard  in 
the  furtherance  of  efficiency  and  econ¬ 
omy  and  then  adopted  his  decision.  The 
result  was  to  abolish  a  board  whose  ex¬ 
istence  was  dependent  upon  the  will  of 
Congress  and  to  delegate  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  the  same  powers  and 
duties  the  board  had  possessed.  This 
seems  in  accord  with  correct  standards 
as  to  delegation  of  authority  to  act  with¬ 
in  proper  limits  prescribed  by  Con¬ 
gress” — Isbrandtsen-Molter  Co.,  Inc.  v. 
United  States  et  al.  (1936),  14  F.  Supp. 
407. 

That  opinion  was  adopted  and  given 
■full  approval  by  a  similar  three-judge 
court  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  com¬ 
posed  of  Appeals  Justice  Groner,  Dis¬ 
trict  Judge  Wheat,  and  District  Judge 
Proctor,  in  Swayne  &  Hoyt  v.  United 
States  (18  F.  Supp.  25). 

While  the  two  cases  were  later  af¬ 
firmed  in  the  Supreme  Court,  the  deci¬ 
sions  did  not  turn  on  this  issue  because 
in  the  meantime  Congress  had  given  ex¬ 
press  sanction  to  the  reorganization  by 
means  of  later  legislation.  However,  in 
one  subsequent  case  the  Supreme  Court 
referred  with  apparent  approval  to  the 
method  of  reorganization  contained  in 
the  1939  act  with  its  provisions,  as  here, 
for  the  plans  to  become  effective  unless 
a  concurrent  -resolution  disapprove 
them — Sibbach  v.  Wilson  &  Co.  U1941) 
312  U.  S.  1,  15). 

Also,  it  is  worth  while  to  be  noted 
that  the  method  of  reorganization  pro- 
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posed  by  the  present  bill  to  be  readopted 
has  been  fully  approved  by  the  commen¬ 
tators  on  this  subject.  See.  for  example, 
a  symposium  on  Federal  executive  reor¬ 
ganization  in  volume  40,  American  Po¬ 
litical  Science  Review,  at  page  1152,  and 
the  article  entitled  “The  Legislative 
Veto  and  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1939,’’  by  Millett  and  Rogers  in  volume 
1,  Public  Administration  Review,  No.  176, 
1941.  It  is  suggested  also,  as  a  most 
significant  and  persuasive  authority, 
that  the  Congress  itself  has  already  fully 
examined  the  constitutionality  of  this 
identical  procedure,  and  after  extended 
debate  has  approved  and  adopted  it. 
See  seriatim,  the  debates  in  the  House 
and  the  Senate  on  the  1945  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act.  A 

As  to  the  necessity  for  the  legislation 
it  seems  that  it  is  hardly  necessary  that 
I  say  very  much.  We  are  all,  I  believe, 
agreed  that  there  ought  to  be  reorgani¬ 
zation  in  principle,  as  somebody  said  be¬ 
fore  our  committee;  and  then  somebody 
suggested  that  we  must  in  this  case  rise 
above  principle  and  exempt  certain  agen¬ 
cies.  We  all  agree  in  principle  that  there 
should  be  reorganization;  the  trouble  is 
that  every  agency  of  the  Government 
wants  to  be  exempted.  Reorganization 
is  needed  not  only  for  efficiency  and  econ¬ 
omy  but  that  we  may  give  to  the  Execu¬ 
tive  some  real  power.  He  has  a  responsi¬ 
bility  to  execute  the  laws  of  the  land,  but 
we  have  so  hedged  him  about  that  it  is 
sometimes  very  difficult  for  him  to  do  so. 
I  saw  the  statement  credited  to  him  in 
the  newspapers  a  few  days  ago  to  the  ef¬ 
fect  that  it  had  gotten  to  the  point  where 
he  had  to  kiss  some  of  these  officials  on 
both  cheeks  before  he  could  get  them  to 
do  what  was  their  plain  duty;  kissing 
them  on  one  cheek  was  not  enough.  I  am 
sure  some  of  you  have  had  the  experience 
that  I  have,  that  you  almost  feel  you 
‘have  got  to  kiss  some  other  portion  of 
their  anatomy  to  get  any  consideration. 
This  situation  demands  correction. 

As  to  the  necessity  &U"  economy  in  gov¬ 
ernment,  I  was  struck  by  what  Mr. 
Hoover  said  in  his  testimony.  Somebody 
asked  him  about  taxation  and  the  rais¬ 
ing  of  more  revenue  for  the  Government. 
He  said  that  we  had  reached  the  satura¬ 
tion  point  in  taxation;  and  I  am  inclined 
to  agree  with  him.  We  cannot  cut  down 
our  appropriations  for  national  defense. 
We  are  embarking,  or  we  say  we  are  going 
to  embark,  upon  a  program  of  additional 
service  to  the  people  which  will  cost 
money.  There  is  but  one  place  left,  then, 
where  we  can  economize,  and  that  is  in 
the  actual  operation  of  the  machinery 
of  our  Government,  and  here  is  a  chance 
for  us  to  do  it  not  only  in  principle  but 
actually.  How  shall  it  be  done?  The 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man],  proposes  that  instead  of  doing  it 
this  way  we  do  it  some  other  way.  Every¬ 
one  agrees  that  for  the  past  150  years  it 
has  been  impossible  or  impractical  for  the 
Congress  itself  to  do  this  reorganizing 
job.  We  have  not  done  it  and  there  is 
nothing  to  indicate  that  we  are  in  any 
better  condition  to  do  it  now  than  we 
were  then.  The  gentlemen  from  Michi¬ 
gan  says  that  we  are  overturning  our 
constitutional  procedure,  and  I  have 
great  respect  for  the  gentleman’s  views 


on  the  constitutionality  of  this  question. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for 
a  question? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I 
have  the  greatest  respect  for  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  judgment.  Will  he  tell  us  why  in 
his  opinion  the  Congress  has  not  done  it? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Yes,  I  will  tell  the  gen¬ 
tleman  why.  It  is  because,  as  Mr.  Lind¬ 
say  Warren  said,  of  the  ganging  up 
process. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  and  we  have  been 
complacent  enough  to  go  along. 

Mr>LANHAM.  That  is  right.  The 
departments  have  ganged  up  on  us  and 
we  cannot  do  the  job.  I  do  not  say  the 
President  will  do  it;  however  I  think  he 
will  try  to  do  the  job.  He  will  certainly 
have  no  excuse  if  he  does  not  do  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Rich]. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pri¬ 
mary  object  of  the  legislation  before  the 
House  today  is  efficiency  and  economy  in 
government  and,  goodness  only  knows, 
every  Member  of  Congress  realizes  that 
that  should  take  place. 

There  are  two  things  about  this  legis¬ 
lation  that  I  do  not  like.  The  first  is 
that  there  is  no  termination  date  in  this 
bill.  It  seems  to  me  there  ought  to  be  a 
time  limit.  There  should  be  2  or  3  years 
within  which  to  act  and  then  we  ought 
to  stop  because  we  should  not  be  subject 
to  a  President  bringing  in  legislation 
whenever  he  wants  to  regardless  of  who 
the  President  might  be  when  he  thinks 
there  ought  to  be  a  change  in  govern¬ 
ment.  I  have  seen  Presidents  who 
wanted  to  change  the  Government  a 
whole  lot  when  I  did  not  think  it  ought 
to  be  changed.  Sometimes  they  get 
enough  enthusiasm  worked  up  for  a  par¬ 
ticular  thing  that  it  goes  through  and 
after  it  is  passed  we  are  sorry  it  hap¬ 
pened.  Many  of  you  have  experienced 
those  changes  yourself. 

I  listened  very  intently  to  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  Lindsay  Warren,  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States,  in  which 
he  made  his  recommendations.  There  is 
no  one  in  Government  I  hold  in  higher- 
respect  that  I  do  Lindsay  Warren.  He 
knows  m  .  e_  about  the  operation  of  Gov¬ 
ernment,  in  my  opinion,  than  any  living 
man,  at  least  since  I  have  been  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress.  It  is  his  job  to  study 
our  Government.  He  has  vision  and  he 
makes  recommendations  as  he  sees  them 
for  the  best  interest  of  Government  econ¬ 
omy  and  efficiency. 

If  you  will  turn  to  page  37  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  you  will  see  there  the  examples  of 
overlapping  and  duplication  which  occur 
in  Government  in  the  following  table: 

Agencies 


Lending  Government  funds _  29 

Insuring  deposits  and  loans _  3 

Acquisition  of  land _  34 

Wildlife  preservation _ 16 

Government  construction _ 10 

Credit  and  finance _ _ _  9 

Home  and  community  planning _  12 

Welfare  matters _  28 


Agencies 


Forestry  matters _  14 

^Examination  of  banks _ 4 

Gathering  statistics _  65 


When  you  think  of  65  agencies  of  the 
Government  sending  out  requests  to  the 
business  people  of  this  country  asking 
for  information  it  is  no  wonder  that  the 
business  people  of  the  country  are  sick 
and  tired  of  making  out  reports.  It  is 
time  to  stop  it. 

When  we  have  all  of  these  duplications 
in  Government  certainly  there  is  need 
for  consolidation,  a  need  for  efficiency. 
We  want  to  get  the  operation  of  our 
Government  down  to  the  point  where  the 
affairs  of  Government  are  conducted 
without  so  much  red  tape,  without  so 
much  cost.  When  you  look  back  to  1932 
you  will  find  that  it  cost  $4,600,000,000 
annually  to  run  the  Government,  while 
today  it  is  costing  $41,858,000,000.  In 
other  words,  in  1932  the  per  capita  cost 
of  running  our  Government  was  $37.49 
while  today  the  per  capita  cost  has  risen 
to  $282.82.  The  thing  has  just  gone  up 
by  leaps  and  bounds.  It  is  wrong.  I  tried 
to  stop  it  but  was  unable  to  do  so. 

Do  you  know  that  in  1932,  when  we 
had  a  President  who  said,  “I  am  going  to 
consolidate  the  bureaus  and  eliminate 
waste  in  Government”  that  there  were 
only  about  300  agencies  of  Government, 
and  now  we  have  1,800  agencies  of  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Why,  the  thing  has  grown  in 
leaps  and  bounds.  I  will  never  forget 
that  as  long  as  I  live,  and  I  do  not  want 
to  see  it  happen  again.  Then  we  had 
Mr.  Hoover  and  his  committee,  and  on 
that  committee  there  was  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama,  Mr.  Manasco, 
who  were  helping  to  make  the  recom¬ 
mendations  that  are  going  to  go  to  the 

i President  of  the  United  States.  Now  we 
have  men  of  that  caliber  trying  to  make 
recommendations  to  the  President,  and 
he  should  bring  something  in  here  that 
will  simplify  Government.  Of  course  the 
President  does  not  have  to  follow  out 
the  recommendations  made  by  the  Hoov¬ 
er  Committee.  Bud? I  feel  this  way:  The 
thing  has  gone  so  far  we  are  headed  for 
the  rocks,  and  while  this  legislation  is  . 
not  the  way  I  want  to  do  it,  I  am  willing 
to  accept  it,  because  I  know  it  is  about 
as  good  as  you  can  get.  If  you  get  some¬ 
thing  that  is  about  as  good  as  you  can 
get,  and  you  think  it  is  going  to  try  to 
stop  wrongs  in  Government,  you  better 
grab  hold  of  that  or  else  you  are  going 
to  swamp  or  drown  in  Government  red 
tape  and  confusion,  and  I  am  not  ready 
to  drown  yet.  So  I  will  accept  this  as  the 
best  legislation  you  can  get  at  this  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Bonner]. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has 
been  an  exceedingly  fine  experience  to 
serve  on  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  It  has  been 
my  good  fortune  to  have  had  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  observe  the  operations  of  Congress 
here  in  the  Capitol  for  24  years;  16  years 


1949 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


925 


of  this  time  from  outside,  from  the  gal¬ 
lery,  and  from  around  in  the  corridors 
as  a  secretary,  and  for  8  years  or  a  little 
better  as  a  Member  of  the  House.  I 
have  watched  the  expansion  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  I  have  watched  what 
we  call  and  what  we  term  the  bureau¬ 
crats  and  the  “brass”  coming  in  and  tak¬ 
ing  charge  and  looking  over  the  tops  of 
their  glasses  and  telling  the  secretary 
from  your  office  this,  that,  or  the  other, 
and  then  when  they  report  and  you  go 
down  they  tell  you  this,  that,  or  the  other. 
So,  why,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  they  so  un¬ 
touchable?  This  Congress  was  created 
with,  and  this  House  and  the  other 
branch  of  the  Congress  are  delegated 
with,  power  to  carry  out  the  public 
business.  Every  2  years  the  Member¬ 
ship  of  this  House  and  every  6  years 
the  Membership  in  the  other  body  are 
called  on  to  give  an  account  of  their 
stewardship.  The  public,  the  voters  if 
you  please,  are  the  check  and  balance 
of  Congress.  But  here  someone  rises 
up  and  says,  “Oh,  you  must  not  touch 
this  agency;  you  must  not  touch  that 
agency.”  They  are  sort  of  holy  affairs. 
They  are  created  for  a  special  and 
a  specific  purpose.  They  are  delegated 
to  do  this,  that,  or  the  other.  Well, 
I  do  not  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  any 
agency,  any  private  business,  any  Gov¬ 
ernment,  or  any  other  functions  should 
run  without  a  balance  wheel  and  in  this 
legislation  we  prpose  to  add  the  balance 
wheel  to  the  Government.  We  propose 
in  this  legislation  to  set  forth  a  form 
by  which  they  should  be  audited  and 
checked  and  to  come  in  and  give  an  ac¬ 
count  of  themselves,  and  if  they  are 
found  superfluous,  then  to  be  amalgated 
with  some  other  agency  so  that  the  ma¬ 
chinery  can  go  on  in  a  better  fashion  and 
not  require  so  much  oiling.  In  the  bill 
we  have  under  consideration  there  are 
only  three  controversial  matters. 

Since  I  have  become  a  member  of  the 
committee  I  have  spent  quite  a  bit  of  time 
reading  the  debates  on  this  subject  in  the 
Congressional  Records  back  through  the 
years.  I  recall  the  debate  in  1939  when 
this  floor  was  packed  and  jammed,  when 
the  galleries  were  packed  and  jammed, 
and  when  the  corridors  were  full.  The 
able  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Wadsworth]  participated  in  the  debate, 
that  went  on  for  days  and  days.  The 
former  Speaker  of  the  House,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Martin] 
participated  in  the  debate.  The  present 
Speaker  of  the  House  participated  in  the 
debate.  The  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whittington]  was  a  great  partici¬ 
pator,  as  was  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Cox]. 

It  is  very  noticeable  and  apparent  here 
today  that  this  question  has  been  debated 
so  much,  and  every  one  of  the  three 
phases  that  are  in  controversy  here  today 
have  been  discussed  so  much,  that  the 
seasoned  Members  of  this  House  and  the 
country  as  a  whole  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  there  is  nothing  further 
to  say  about  the  matter  and  that  further 
debate  is  unnecessary;  that  this  Congress 
should  go  forward  with  a  program  similar 
to  this  program,  which  is  the  best  that 
can  be  had,  this  program  which  has  been 


thrashed  out  by  the  committee,  the 
Members  on  both  sides  agreeing  to  pre¬ 
sent  the  matter  to  the  floor  of  the  House, 
reserving  in  the  legislation  that  we  are 
passing  today  a  part  of  the  responsibility 
in  reorganizing  the  Government.  The 
part  is  that  in  effecting  the  law  we  re¬ 
serve  the  right  here  in  the. House  to  say 
whether  it  shall  be  done  or  shall  not  be 
done  as  proposed  by  the  Chief  Executive. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  not  enter  into 
debate  with  a'ny  constitutional  lawyer 
here  on  the  floor  of  this  House,  but  it  has 
been  interesting  to  me  to  read  about  the 
constitutional  question  which  was  de¬ 
bated  in  1939,  in  1945,  and  in  other  years. 
I  think  some  of  the  gentleman  on  the 
floor  here  today  participated  in  those 
debates.  I  believe  those  who  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  debate  in  1939  and  those 
who  read  that  debate  will  agree  that  the 
provision  laid  down  in  this  proposed  leg¬ 
islation,  reserving  the  right  in  this  body 
to  say  whether  the  proposal  shall  be  In 
effect,  is  not  the  constitutional  question. 
The  constitutional  question  is  taken  care 
of  in  the  law  we  propose  to  pass  here  to¬ 
day,  and  it  has  so  been  discussed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  act  of  1939  and  other 
acts,  and  evidentally  by  the  large  favor¬ 
able  vote  sustained. 

I  think  it  is  beyond  a  question  of  doubt 
that  with  the  passage  of  this  bill  we  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  reject  or  accept 
such  proposals  as  will  come  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Whether  they  are  money  saving 
or  not  is  not  the  question.  The  question 
is  whether  the  Government  will  function 
better  under  the  proposals  as  sent  down 
or  as  the  Government  is  functioning 
today.  _  * 

Mr.  HOFFMAN* of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Rees]. 

Mr.  REES.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  legis¬ 
lation  under  consideration,  according  to 
its  sponsors,  is  to  give  authority  to  the 
President  for  reorganization  of  executive 
agencies,  and  further,  according  to  the 
sponsors  of  this  bill,  it  is  hoped  that  by 
reason  thereof  the  executive  department 
may  run  more  efficiently  and  with  more 
economy. 

It  is  at  least  interesting  to  observe  that 
the  duplication  and  multiplication  of  ef¬ 
fort,  as  well  as  waste  and  extravagance, 
have  come  about  largely  through  admin¬ 
istrative  practices,  and  because  agencies 
that  have  been  created  have  taken  power 
and  authority  under  themselves  that  $ras 
never  intended  by  Congress.  So  you  are 
saying,  today  that  even  though  Congress 
did  not  intend  to  provide  all  of  the  dupli¬ 
cation  and  multiplication  of  effort  in  the 
Government,  it  takes  an  act  of  Congress 
to  correct  it.  Independent  agencies  have 
of  course  extended  and  expanded'far  be¬ 
yond  the  intent  of  Congress. 

Those  of  you  who  have  served  in  Con¬ 
gress  during  recent  years  know  that  I 
have  put  forth  a  special  effort  to  bring 
about  more  efficiency  and  less  extrava¬ 
gance  in  the  Government,  and  have  tried 
to  deal  with  the  question  of  duplication 
and  multiplication  of  effort  that  has 
spread  itself  far  and  wide  throughout  our 
agencies. 

I  submitted  to  this  House  on  two  occa¬ 
sions  legislation  to  deal  in  a  constructive 


manner  with  this  problem.  My  legisla¬ 
tion  would  have  provided  for  an  arm  of 
Congress  that  would  constantly  study  the 
problems  we  are  discussing  tohay  and 
would  make  recommendations  to  Con¬ 
gress  as  to  how  and  wherein  the  Govern¬ 
ment  could  be  made  to  operate  more  ef¬ 
ficiently  and  economically. 

Examples  of  some  of  the  overlapping 
and  duplication  of  effort  are  set  forth  in 
the  committee  hearings  in  support  of  this 
legislation.  For  example,  there  are  29 
agencies  dealing  with  lending  of  Govern¬ 
ment  funds.  There  were  34  agencies  dur¬ 
ing  the  war  dealing  with  acquisition  of 
land.  There  are  16  agencies  dealing  with 
wildlife  preservation,  10  with  Govern¬ 
ment  instructions.  Home  community 
planning  seems  to  be  a  popular  thing  to 
do.  We  have  12  agencies  dealing  with 
that  problem.  There  are  28  agencies  that 
deal  with  welfare  matters,  and  14  agen¬ 
cies  with  forestry.  There  are  65  agen¬ 
cies  gathering  statistics.  It  is  no  won¬ 
der  that  people  are  confused. 

I  think  one  of  the  best  authorities  on 
this  subject  matter,  and  one  who  has 
given  the  problem  a  great  deal  of  study, 
and  one  who  has  tried  to  deal  with  it 
realistically  and  in  a  practical  manner, 
is  our  Comptroller  General,  Mr.  Lindsay 
Warren.  Let  mo  quote  briefly  some  of 
the  things  he  had  to  say,  and  you  find 
his  statements  in  the  hearings: 

This  unsegregated,  sprawling  crop  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  functions  and  functionaries  cannot 
hope  to  operate  efficiently  or  to  do  well  the 
Job  the  taxpayers  are  paying  for  unless  some¬ 
one  can  assume  the  burden  of  putting  like 
functions  together,  to  make  only  one  or  two 
bureaus  grow  where  dozens  grew  before. 
What  is  more,  reorganizing  is  not  just  re¬ 
shuffling;  it  is  also  abolishing  agencies  and 
functions.  A  tree  expected  to  grow  must  be 
carefully  pruned,  for  new  branches  to  have 
life  we  must  cut  off  those  no  longer  bearing 
fruit. 

Let  me  quote  further  from  his  state¬ 
ments: 

I  reiterate,  that  the  present  set-up  Is  a 
hodgepodge  and  crazy  quilt  of  duplications, 
overlappings,  inefficiencies,  and  inconsisten¬ 
cies  with  their  attendant  extravagance:  It 
is  probably  an  ideal  system  for  the  taxeaters, 
but  it  is  bad  for  those  who  have  to  pay  the 
bill. 

Ex-President  Hoover  has  been  quoted 
many  times  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to¬ 
day.  It  is  rather  interesting  that  Presi¬ 
dent  Hoover,  after  16  or  18  years  out  of 
Government,  should  be  called  upon  to  as¬ 
sist  in  dealing  with  this  question.  Of 
course,  I  am  in  favor  of  legislation  that 
will  bring  about  more  economy,  more  ef¬ 
ficiency,  and  less  waste  and  extravagance 
in  our  Government,  Whether  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  proposed  legislation  will 
do  the  job,  is  yet  to  be  determined. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REES.  In  just  a  minute,  if  I  have 
time.  The  distinguished  gentleman  from 
California  who  is  now  on  his  feet  was  a 
member  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Civil  Service  and  is  presently  a  member 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service.  He  is  one  of  the  active 
working  members  of  that  committee  and 
gives  of  his  time  and  energy  in  the  study 
of  the  problems  that  come  before  that 
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committee.  He  will  recall  I  submitted 
legislation,  the  intent  and  purpose  of 
which  was  to  deal  with  this  problem  in  a 
constructive  and  effective  manner.  I  be¬ 
lieve  if  that  proposed  legislation  had 
been  enacted  into  law,  a  great  share  of 
the  waste,  extravagance,  and  duplication 
and  multiplication  of  effort  to  which  the 
maiority  floor  leader  has  called  atten¬ 
tion,  would  not  have  been  as  big  as  it  is 
today. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Martin], 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wish  to  announce  to  the  Re¬ 
publican  Members  that  the  conference 
which  was  to  be  held  this  afternoon  fol¬ 
lowing  the  session  has  been  postponed 
until  tomorrow  morning  at  10:30  o’clock. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Jennings], 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
a  far-reaching  and  an  important  meas¬ 
ure.  Far  be  it  from  me  to  intimate  that 
something  should  not  be  done  about  this 
situation  in  which  we  find  ourselves.  We 
all  seem  to  be  agreed  and  nobody  would 
dispute  the  proposition  that  we  do  have 
too  many  agencies.  Many  of  them  are 
overlapping.  Many  of  them  are  pyra¬ 
mided,  one  above  the  other.  There  are 
many  duties  and  functions  of  govern¬ 
ment  that  are  duplicated,  that  are  per¬ 
formed  by  people  whose  services  are  not 
necessary.  However,  it  occurs  to  me — 
and  I  say  this  with  all  due  deference  to 
the  gentlemen  who  have  studied  this 
matter  and  have  spent  days  in  its  consid¬ 
eration,  that  you  and  I  have  just  been 
handed  this  measure  upon  the  spur  of 
the  moment.  I  would  like  to  have  had 
time  to  read  this  proposal  and  the  hear¬ 
ings,  but  this  proposal  and  the  hear¬ 
ings  were  not  available  until  today.  It 
is  a  reversal  of  the  traditional  methods  of 
legislation.  Ordinarily,  when  an  end  is 
to  be  accomplished  by  the  enactment  of 
law,  the  law  is  written  before  it  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  House. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  No;  not  now.  I  am 
seeking  the  light  and  I  am  afraid  when 
the  blind  lead  the  blind  they  will  both 
fall  into  the  ditch. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
would  not  say  that  applies  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Oh,  there  is  nothing 
personal  about  this.  I  am  just  being  im¬ 
personal  and  making  an  observation 
which,  if  my  good  mend  will  take  to 
heart  and  meditate  upon  it,  it  may  be  a 
salutary  thing  for  him. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  always  listen  to 
my  friend  with  a  great  deal  of  interest. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  appreciate  the  fact 
you  do,  and  I  always  listen  with  interest 
and  profit  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 

eo  plnli  f  p 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  yield  now? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  could  not  refuse  to 
yield  to  my  friend  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  My  friend  prob¬ 
ably  did  not  know  it,  but  a  copy  of  the 


hearings  and  a  copy  of  the  bill  now  be¬ 
fore  us,  together  with  the  report  of  the 
committee,  was  sent  to  every  Member 
of  the  House  so  that  they  were  received 
last  Saturday. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Well,  I  did  not  get 
it.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  came  to 
my  office  or  not.  I  am  not  angry.  I  am 
not  laboring  under  any  sense  of  having 
been  disregarded  or  neglected.  I  know 
that  the  gentlemen  involved  are  all  my 
friends,  but  I  am  just  talking  about  the 
magnitude  of  this  task  and  the  magni¬ 
tude  of  this  proposal. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Now  my  friend  will 
be  gracious  enough  to  yield  to  me,  will 
he  not? 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Yes;  I  will  yield  to 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  yield  the  gentle¬ 
man  one  additional  minute  to  talk  on 
the  bill. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Perhaps  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  and  I  should  have 
a  private  conversation  on  this  question. 

All  I  am  undertaking  to  say  is  that 
it  is  proposed  to  delegate  to  the  President 
these  vast  powers,  yet  everybody  here 
knows  that  the  President  will  not  have 
a  thing  in  the  world  to  do  with  it;  some¬ 
body  else  will  work  it  out.  I  do  not 
know  who  will  write  this  proposed  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  affecting  all  these  agen¬ 
cies.  I  am  saying  that  when  a  measure 
is  brought  in  embodying  such  far-reach¬ 
ing  effects  that  it  should  spell  out,  within 
its  pages,  exactly  what  is  being  provided. 
I  cannot  see  why  this  is  not  done.  If 
you  have  not  had  time  to  write  a  meas¬ 
ure,  if  you  have  not  had  time  to  abolish 
agencies,  if  you  have  not  had  time  to 
consolidate  their  powers  or  abolish  their 
powers,  now  is  a  good  time  for  you  to 
do  it  and  bring  in  a  bill  so  clear  and  spe¬ 
cific  that  we  will  know  exactly  what  we 
are  voting  on.  We  will  know  exactly 
who  is  going  to  carry  out  the  proposed 
measure.  We  all  know  the  President  is 
not  going  to  do  this  thing  personally; 
he  will  simply  give  it  his  sanction  when 
those  to  whom  he  delegates  the  power 
we  delegate  to  him  have  written  their 
report;  when  they  have  written  the  law 
we  alone  should  write.  It  looks  to  me  as 
though  this  is  a  delegation  of  power  upon 
a  delegation.  You  are  inaugurating  a 
new  system  of  multiplication,  overlap¬ 
ping,  duplication,  and  pyramiding  here 
when  you  adopt  this  proposal.  You  dele¬ 
gate  to  the  President  the  power  to  re¬ 
delegate  that  power  to  someone  whose 
identity  you  do  not  know  and  may  never 
know. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Tennessee  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  ErownL 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  I  am  sure  many  of  you  know,  I  am 
one  of  the  two  Members  of  the  House 
who,  under  the  provisions  of  H.  R.  775, 
the  law  which  created  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government,  represents  this  body 


on  that  important  Commission.  The 
Commission,  just  to  review  for  one  mo¬ 
ment,  is  a  bipartisan  commission.  It  is 
made  up  of  12  members,  6  from  public 
life  and  6  from  private  life.  Four 
members  were  named  by  the  Speaker 
of  the  House,  one  Democrat  and 
one  Republican  being  Members  of  the 
House  and  one  Democrat  and  one  Re¬ 
publican  being  private  citizens;  four  were 
named  by  the  President  pro  tempore  of 
the  Senate,  two  from  the  Senate  and 
two  from  private  life,  on  a  bipartisan 
basis;  four  were  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  two  from  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  two  from  private  life.  The  Com¬ 
mission  has  been  meeting  for  approxi¬ 
mately  18  months  on  a  night  and  day 
schedule.  We  have  used  some  28  task 
forces  in  the  work  of  studying  the  possi¬ 
bilities  for  helpful  reorganization  in  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government. 
These  task  forces  were  named  on  a  non¬ 
partisan  basis.  Some  three  hundred 
outstanding  citizens  of  America  have 
contributed  their  time  and  their  efforts 
as  leaders  of  these  task  forees,  or  as 
members  of  the  special  committees  and 
special  commissions  that  have  been  set 
up  to  study  some  particular  problem  of 
government — some  function,  some  ac¬ 
tivity,  or  perhaps,  in  some  cases,  some 
single  department  or  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

I  am  very  happy  and  very  proud  to  be 
able  to  say  to  the  House  today  that 
never  once  in  all  of  the  meetings  of  the 
Commission,  nor  in  all  of  the  various 
considerations  given  to  the  work  of  this 
Commission  by  the  task  forces,  has  there 
ever  been  a  division  along  party  lines 
or  between  the  civil  members,  the  pri¬ 
vate  citizens,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
so-called  official  group  on  the  other.  If 
there  has  ever  been  an  honest  effort 
made  to  do  a  job  for  the  benefit  of  all 
the  people  of  America,  it  has  been  done 
by  your  Commission  under  the  able  and 
splendid  leadership  of  the  only  living 
ex-President  of  the  United  States.  I  am 
also  proud  to  say  that  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  the  occupant  of  the 
White  House  at  the  present  time,  has 
aided  materially  in  many,  many  ways 
the  work  of  this  Commission.  The  heads 
of  the  various  departments  of  govern¬ 
ment  in  the  executive  branch  have  also 
cooperated.  So  I  can  assure  you  I  ap¬ 
proach  this  legislation  entirely  from  a 
nonpartisan  angle. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  this  bill  will 
be  enacted  into  law.  I  may  say,  and  I 
have  to  say  this  to  you  in  all  honesty, 
that  when  the  question  of  requesting  of 
Congress  the  enactment  of  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  act  came  before  the  Commission  I 
had  some  reticence  in  my  own  mind  as 
to  just  how  we  should  approach  the  prob¬ 
lem,  and  as  to  just  what  sort  of.  reorgan¬ 
ization  act  we  should  adopt.  Yet  I  be¬ 
came  firmly  convinced,  as  we  considered 
the  matter,  that  if  we  want  to  accomplish 
the  great  purposes  for  which  the  Com¬ 
mission  was  created  by  the  Congress  by 
unanimous  vote — and  approved  by  the 
President  promptly — we  must  give  some 
single  authority,  to  wit,  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  the  power  to  put  most 
of  the  Commission’s  reorganization  plans 
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into  effect.  I  was  rather  concerned 
about  the  section  of  the  proposed  bill 
which  seemingly  sets  aside  the  old  well- 
established  constitutional  procedure,  or 
at  least  my  understanding  of  it,  whereby 
it  is  the  legislative  branch  which  legis¬ 
lates,  and  the  President  or  Chief  Execu¬ 
tive  who  acts  as  the  braking  power  or 
the  controlling  power  to  veto  any  Meas¬ 
ure  which  the  Congress  may  pass,  so  that 
Congress  must  reconsider  its  position 
before  taking  final  legislative  action. 

This  provision  in  this  bill,  which  sets 
up  the  requirement  whereby  each  branch 
of  Congress  must  veto  or  vote  down  in 
any  reorganization  plan  the  President 
may  submit,  did  give  me  serious  concern. 
Yet  I  was  willing  to  accept  it.  Finally 
I  agreed,  in  the  Commission,  to  accept 
that  section  providing  we  had  one  other 
safeguard  in  the  bill.  We  do  have  the 
understanding  in  the  Commission,  by  the 
way,  that  any  of  us  may  dissent  on  any 
matter,  be  free  to  express  our  own  opin¬ 
ion.  As  I  stated,  I  am  willing  to  accept 
the  section  requiring  both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  vote  down  a  reorganization  plan 
providing  we  would  have  this  one  safe¬ 
guard — that  there  be  no  permanent  au¬ 
thority  granted  to  the  President  or  to 
his  high  office  to  reorganize  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  anytime  he  wants  and  in  any  way 
he  wants. 

I  am  truly  sorry  that  I  cannot  agree 
with  some  of  my  colleagues  on  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  with  some  of  my  colleagues 
in  the  House  in  support  of  the  provision 
for  a  permanent  power  to  be  placed  in 
the  hands  of  the  President  to  reorganize 
the  Government.  In  fact,  I  think  if  a 
time  limitation  were  put  on  his  power  to 
reorganize,  if  we  set  a  date  by  which 
action  must  be  taken,  the  result  will  be 
that  the  Chief  Executive  will  more 
rapidly  put  into  effect  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  this  Commission  may  make. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  The  gentleman  prob¬ 
ably  knows  more  about  this  problem  than 
most  anyone  in  the  House.  Is  this  a  cor¬ 
rect  analysis  of  it:  That  what  we  are 
doing  is  not  delegating  legislative  power; 
we  are  merely  giving  wider  administra¬ 
tive  power,  including  the  power  to  unite 
and  eliminate  agencies,  and  so  forth,  to 
make  for  better  administration,  and  we 
are  merely  reserving  the  right  to  negative 
that  administrative  action  by  legislation? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  No;  I  do  not 
want  to  go  that  far  with  the  gentleman. 
Under  the  Constitution,  and  under  the 
law,  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
regardless  of  what  we  may  do,  does  have 
a  great  deal  of  power  to  put  into  effect  a 
large  part  of  the  recommendations  and 
the  findings  that  the  Commission  will 
make  from  time  to  time  to  the  Congress. 
But  in  other  instances  the  President  must 
have  this  legislative  authority  and  power 
to  make  the  program  comprehensive,  and 
to  really  do  the  job  of  reorganizing.  In 
some  instances  under  the  Constitution 
and  statutes  already  effective  we  will 
have  to  have  legislative  enactments  to 
accomplish  the  purpose  of  the  Com¬ 
mission. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Is  it  not  a  truer  state¬ 
ment  to  say  that  we  are  not  in  this  bill 
delegating  reorganizing  powers  to  the 
President;  we  are  not  delegating  to  the 
President  the  authority  to  prepare  a 
plan,  as  our  agent,  because  he  is  in  a  bet¬ 
ter  position  than  we  to  prepare  a  plan  of 
reorganization,  which  then  comes  back 
for  us,  and  we  either  disapprove  it,  or 
by  doing  nothing,  allow  it  to  become  the 
law  and  he  can  then  issue  orders  carrying 
it  out? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  think  there  is 
much  to  what  the  gentleman  says.  There 
is  a  very  fine  point  involved.  We  are 
authorizing  the  President  to  make  and 
submit  certain  reorganization  plans  sub¬ 
ject  to  our  possible  disapproval.  That 
is  actually  what  the  bill  provides. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Not  to  our  disapproval  of 
the  actual  orders  given  but  to  our  dis¬ 
approval  of  the  plan.  He  cannot  issue  an 
order  to  carry  out  this  reorganization 
until  the  60  days  have  gone  by  without 
adverse  action  by  us. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  JUDD.  So  that  we  do  not  veto  a 
reorganization;  we  veto  a  plan  which  he 
has  prepared  as  our  agent. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  It  would  be  a 
plan  of  reorganization. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Yes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  the  gentleman  five  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  do  want  to 
say  to  the  House  that  the  great  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  on  which  I  had  the  honor 
and  pleasure  of  serving  in  the  last  Con¬ 
gress,  has  in  my  opinion,  acted  wisely  and 
well  in  bringing  this  legislation  to  the 
floor.  Certainly  we  cannot  accomplish 
the  reorganization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  bringing  about  greater  efficiency 
and  economy  in  its  operation,  unless 
reorganization  powers,  such  as  contained 
in  the  bill,  are  given  to  the  President. 
However,  there  is  one  dangerous  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  bill.  I  can  readily  accept  all 
other  provisions,  as  I  said  a  moment  ago, 
although  I  am  not  too  happy  about  one 
or  two  of  them.  I  certainly  do  not  want 
to  see  established  as  a  pattern  by  which 
we  will  be  guided  in  the  future  in  our 
legislative  meditations,  either  that  Con¬ 
gress  should  act  only  as  an  agency  to 
veto  actions  of  the  President  or  that 
he  be  given  permanent  authority  to 
reorganize  the  Government.  Rather 
than  lose  the  great  good  that  can  come 
from  this  reorganization,  I  am  willing  to 
accept  this  bill,  if  necessary,  but  I  do 
think  we  should  keep  the  power  in  our 
own  hands  over  the  organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government 
by  placing  a  limit  upon  the  length  of  time 
the  President  can  exercise  the  great 
power  this  measure  confers.  I  do  not 
know  who  may  be  President  10,  20  or  30 
years  from  now.  As  much  as  I  respect 
the  President  and  the  Presidency,  I 
would  rather  always  trust  the  future  of 
the  country  to  the  people’s  representa¬ 
tives  in  the  Congress  than  to  any  one 
individual  who  may  rise  to  power  as 


President  of  the  United  States  in  the 
future. 

What  I  say  here  today  is  not  a  reflec¬ 
tion  on  the  gentleman  who  now  occupies 
the  White  House,  as  I  am  sure,  from 
conversations  and  from  the  interviews 
we  have  had  as  a  commission  with  him, 
that  he  is  just  as  much  interested  in  see¬ 
ing  these  reforms  go  into  effect  as  the 
Commission  which  has  worked  upon 
them. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  tlje 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  The  gentleman  is 
of  course  making  a  most  valuable  state¬ 
ment.  I,  who  have  served  with  him  on 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments  for  the  last  2 
years,  know  the  valuable  service  he  has 
rendered  on  that  committee  and  also  on 
the  Hoover  Commission,  on  which  he  is 
nbw  serving. 

In  regard  to  the  limitation  of  the  time, 
I  think  the  gentleman  certainly  makes 
a  point  there.  However,  I  would  ask 
him  if  it  would  not  be  possible  that  the 
Congress  by  affirmative  action  at  any 
time  could  place  such  a  limitation  of 
time  upon  this  program. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Yes;  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman,  but  that  is  a  dan¬ 
gerous  method  to  pursue,  I  am  afraid, 
because  we  can  grant  a  power  to  the 
Chief  Executive  by  a  simple  majority 
vote  of  this  Congress,  but,  under  our  con¬ 
stitutional  processes,  if  a  President  does 
not  wish  to  surrender  a  power,  we  can¬ 
not  take  that  power  away  from  him  by 
legislative  action  unless  we  have  a  two- 
thirds  majority.  That  is  the  one  great 
danger  I  see  in  the  present  bill. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan*  More¬ 
over,  we  have  been  assured  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois,  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  that  the 
President  could  bring  about  these  reor¬ 
ganizations  not  within  2  years  but  within 
a  few  months,  so  why  extend  it  indefi¬ 
nitely. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  can  do  it  all  in  just  a  rela¬ 
tively  few  months.  I  think  we  have  to 
give  him  a  couple  of  years,  at  least,  to 
be  fair.  However,  I  do  believe  that  the 
placing  of  a  time  limitation  on  his  au¬ 
thority  will  act  as  a  spur  or  a  prod  to  get 
prompt  action — so  that  there  will  not  be 
any  delay — whereas  if  the  President  is 
given  permanent  power  it  may  be  said, 
“Oh,  there  is  plenty  of  time  tq  do  that.” 
ft  is  a  human  failing  to  put  things  off, 
and  this  governmental  reorganization 
should  not  be  put  off.  The  people  of 
America  want  action  quickly,  and  I  think 
the  President  wants  action. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  very,  very  valuable  contribution 
to  this  matter.  It  comes  from  long  ex¬ 
perience.  We  know  that  his  interest  in 
this  subject  matter  is  great,  and  we  know 
of  his  work  with  the  committee. 

I  said  thafe.we  would  expect  some  form 
of  reorganization  action  upon  the  differ¬ 
ent  phases  as  they  were  presented  to  us 
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within  a  few  months,  but  not  on  the  en¬ 
tire  reorganization  plan,  which  must 
necessarily  spread  oyer  the  years. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  May  I  say  in  an¬ 
swer  to  the  gentleman  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  will  file  its  reports  soon.  I  believe 
the  first  report  was  filed  today  at  noon. 
That  was  our  schedule.  Other  reports 
will  be  filed  every  2  or  3  or  4  days  between 
now  and  March  13.  Of  course  the  Presi¬ 
dent  cannot  possibly  get  all  of  these  mat¬ 
ters  before  him  before  that  time.  It  will 
take  many  months  for  him  to  act,  but, 
in  my  opinion,  he  should  not  have  perma¬ 
nent  power  to  reorganize,  because  we 
want  quick  action. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Chris¬ 
topher]. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  going  to  vote  in  support  of  the  re¬ 
organization  bill  H.  R.  2361  but  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  do  so  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
fact  that  we  are  passing  on  to  our  Presi¬ 
dent  a  job  that  Congress  has  repeatedly 
tried  to  do  and  failed. 

I  am  supporting  the  measure  because 
I  think  the  recommendation  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  ought  to  be  carried  out  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  economy  and  better  service. 

The  only  thing  that  gives  me  concern 
in  the  enactment  of  this  bill  is  the  knowl¬ 
edge  that  no  matter  what  kind  of  re¬ 
organization  measure  the  President  may 
propose  he  is  sure  to  be  condemned  by 
part  of  the  people  on  the  ground  that  it 
does  not  go  far  enough  and  by  everybody 
else  on  the  ground  that  it  goes  too  far. 
In  other  words  whatever  measures  are 
offered  will  lead  only  to  criticism. 

(Mr.  CHRISTOPHER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  fie  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  KarstenL 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
the  past  15  years  I  have  been  connected 
with  the  Executive  Expenditures  Com¬ 
mittee  in  one  capacity  or  another.  Dur¬ 
ing  that  period  I  have  seen  many  reor¬ 
ganization  proposals  but  in  my  opinion 
the  bill  we  have  before  us  today  is  the 
best  reorganization  legislation  that  has 
ever  been  presented  to  the  House. 

In  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  this  bill 
is  not  in  itself  a  reorganization  bill. 
Rather,  it  is  the  mechanical  device  with 
which  a  reorganization  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  can  be  ac¬ 
complished.  The  bill  sets  up  a  simplified 
method  for  revising  the  organization  of 
the  Government  through  the  cooperation 
of  the  President  and  the  Congress.  The 
legislation  authorizes  the  President  to 
submit  to  the  Congress  plans  for  reor¬ 
ganizations  of  agencies  and  functions  of 
the  executive  branch.  These  plans  will 
become  effective  after  60  days  unless  they 
are  rejected  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  two 
Houses.  In  adopting  this  legislation  we 
reserve  to  the  Congress  the  right  to  veto 
f  any  proposed  reorganization  plan  with 
|  which  we  may  not  agree.  The  advantage 
i  of  this  mechanical  device  is  that  it  en¬ 
ables  the  President,  who  has  the  imme¬ 
diate  responsibility  for  effective  adminis¬ 
tration,  to  initiate  improvement  in  or- 
•  ganization,  subject  to  the  review  and  re¬ 


jection  by  Congress.  The  passage  of  this 
bill  is  the  first  step  that  must  be  taken 
to  bring  about  any  reorganization  of  the 
1,800  offices,  bureaus,  commissions,  ad¬ 
ministrations,  and  departments,  which 
make  up  our  Government  today. 

A  year  and  a  half  ago  the  Committee 
on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  reported  a  resolution  to  the  House 
providing  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Commission  To  Study  the  Organization 
of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  with  the  view  of  recommending 
improvements.  This  resolution  was 
passed  unanimously,-  The  commission 
was  set  up  and  chose  as  its  Chairman, 
former  President  Herbert  Hoover.  It  is 
composed  of  two  Representatives  of  the 
Congress,  two  Members  of  the  other  body, 
two  administrators  of  the  executive 
branch,  and  six  private  citizens.  The 
commission  has  made  an  extensive  study 
of  the  administration  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  within  the  coming  weeks  will 
submit  many  recommendations  for  im¬ 
proving  the  Federal  structure.  The 
committee  had  the  privilege  of  hearing 
Mr.  Hoover  and  he  pointed  out  that 
passage  of  this  bill  is  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary  if  we  are  to  bring  about  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government.  His  testimony  made  clear 
that  many  of  the  most  important  recom¬ 
mendations  of  this  Commission  can  be 
accomplished  only  if  Congress  adopts 
legislation  as  provided  in  this  bill. 

I  believe  all  of  us  will  agree  that  keep¬ 
ing  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  good  order  is  a  continuing  opera¬ 
tion.  Reorganization  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  not  a  one-time  undertaking. 
Almost  every  administration  for  the  past 
hundred  years  has  urged  Federal  reor¬ 
ganization  but  none  have  brought  any 
major  overhaul  of  the  executive  agencies. 

At  the  present  time  agencies  of  re¬ 
lated  objectives  are  scattered  all  over 
the  Government.  There  are  many  Gov¬ 
ernment  offices  duplicating  the  same  type 
of  work  as  other  agencies.  Perhaps  not 
all  of  such  activities  can  be  concentrated 
in  one  agency  but  we  can  certainly  im¬ 
prove  the  existing  governmental  struc¬ 
ture. 

Practically  all  of  the  witnesses  who  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  Committee  felt  that 
this  bill  should  be  passed.  Of  course, 
we  have  had  the  “same  requests  for  ex¬ 
emptions  that  have  heretofore  been 
made  in  connection  with  legislation  of 
this  character.  In  writing  this  bill,  how¬ 
ever,  we  made  no  exemptions.  The 
history  of  this  type  of  legislation  shows 
that  where  one  exemption  is  made  that 
exemption  becomes  the  basis  for  others. 
To  make  all  of  the  exemptions  that  would 
ordinarily  be  requested  in  connection 
with  a  bill  of  this  kind  would  destroy 
its  effectiveness.  Instead  of  a  bill  to  fa¬ 
cilitate  governmental  reorganization,  we 
would  simply  wind  up  with  a  bill  of 
exemptions. 

In  writing  this  bill,  however,  we  have 
recognized  the  desirability  of  adopting 
the  single  reorganization  plan  method 
insofar  as  the  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment  Is  concerned  as  well  as  the 
major  quasi-judicial  agencies.  The  bill 
does  not  exempt  these  agencies  from  re¬ 
organization  but  simply  provides  that 


any  plan  for  their  reorganization  must 
be  submitted  singly  rather  than  in  a 
general  proposal  that  might  affect  other 
Government  offices.  In  this  way.  Con¬ 
gress  will  have  the  opportunity  to  vote 
separately  on  the  controversial  fields  of 
Federal  reorganization. 

Suppose,  for  example,  that  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  of  the  Army  is  involved  in 
a  reorganization  plan.  That  plan  can 
relate  only  to  the  National  Military 
Establishment  of  which  the  engineers 
is  a  part.  It  cannot  be  tied  in  with  a 
plan  to  reorganize  some  other  Govern¬ 
ment  agency.  This  will  certainly  assure 
adequate  protection  for  the  so-called 
controversial  agencies. 

I  do  not  want  to  engage  in  a  constitu¬ 
tional  discussion,  but  in  my  opinion  this 
bill  certainly  creates  no  dictatorial 
powers.  In  proposing  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  take  the  initiative  and  originate 
plans  for  the  redistribution  of  executive 
I  agencies,  Congress  reserves  a  veto  power 
■  over  such  plans  that  he  may  submit.  As 
Voy  know,  the  President  also  has  the 
power  of  veto.  This  idea  is  not  a  new 
one.  It  was  first  recommended  in  1931 
by  former  President  Hoover  and  it  has 
been  passed  in  this  House  in  several 
reorganization  bills  since  1939.  It  is 
true  that  the  constitutional  authority  to 
legislate  is  vested  in  the  Congress,  but 
this  bill  does  not  in  any  way  divest  Con¬ 
gress  of  its  legislative  prerogative.  The 
bill  contains  no  ban  nor  limitation  on 
the  Congress  or  its  right  to  legislate. 
Rather  than  a  limitation,  this  legislation 
is  an  implementation  of  the  legislative 
prerogative  of  the  Congress. 

I  hope  thart  the  House  will  adopt  this 
bill  and  that  it  will  be  passed  without 
adding  a  lot  of  exemptions.  We  have 
the  opportunity  now  to  make  a  major 
contribution  in  bringing  about  greater 
efficiency  in  the  operation  of  our  gov¬ 
ernmental  offices  and  departments.  It 
is  our  responsibility  to  see  that  these 
departments  and  agencies  are  as  efficient 
as  they  can  be  made,  which  in  turn  will 
be  reflected  economy  and  savings  to  the 
people  we  represent. 

(Mr.  KARSTEN  asked  and  was  given 
permisison  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik], 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  speak  in  support  of  this -measure,  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  and  to  go  on 
record  as  saying  that  I  am  in  full  accord 
with  its  objectives  and  provisions.  The 
House  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments  has  submitted 
this  bill  to  the  House  and  recommended 
its  passage  only  after  extensive  hearings, 
careful  study,  and  deliberation,  and  I  am 
convinced  that  it  offers  a  workable 
method  of  executive-legislative  coopera¬ 
tion  for  making  changes  in  the  Federal 
administrative  organization  to  "promote 
efficiency  and  economy  in  Government. 

This  is  a  simple  bill — it  contains  no 
bugs  or  hidden  jokers — its  provisions  can 
easily  be  understood  by  everyone.  The 
purposes  of  this  bill  now  under  considera¬ 
tion  ^re  to  reduce  expenditures  and  pro¬ 
mote  economy  in  Government — to  pro¬ 
vide  better  service  to  the  American  peo- 
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pie  at  less  cost  to  the  American  taxpayer. 
This  end  is  to  be  achieved  through  the 
regrouping  and  consolidation  of  agencies 
and  functions  into  a  more  orderly  and 
integrated  administrative  organization, 
-^nd  in  this  way  eliminate  the  overlap¬ 
ping  of  functions  and  duplication  of 
effort  in  our  Government. 

The  procedure  established  by  this  bill 
to  bring  about  a  reorganization  of  the 
administration  is  simple  and  workable — 
it  merely  provides  that  the  President 
shall  examine  the  administrative  set-up 
from  time  to  time  from  the  viewpoint  of 
obtaining  more  efficient  and  economical 
execution  of  Federal  policy,  and  present 
recommendations  for  any  adjustments 
in  the  form  of  reorganization  plans  for 
the  consideration  of  Congress.  Such 
plans  shall  go  into  effect  after  60  legisla¬ 
tive  days  unless  Congress- through  con¬ 
current  resolution  passed  by  both  Houses 
rejects  said  plan.  In  other  words,  the 
President  initiates  plans  for  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  and  the  Congress  reviews,  ratifies,  or 
rejects  such  plans.  This  is  a  democratic 
procedure  to  which  there  should  be  no 
objections. 

The  need  for  a  general  overhauling  of 
our  administration  has  been  recognized 
by  every  President  since  Theodore 
Roosevelt,  and  by  every  responsible  stu¬ 
dent  of  government.  Today  the  Fed¬ 
eral  administration  is  a  great  sprawling 
labyrinth  of  agencies — there  are  over 
1,800  of  these  bureaus,  departments, 
commissions,  divisions,  administrations, 
and  offices  which  have  accumulated  by 
legislative  and  executive  actions 
throughout  the  years.  Within  this  maze 
of  agencies  there  is  considerable  over¬ 
lapping  of  functions,  conflicts  of  juris¬ 
diction,  competition  between  different 
agencies,  waste,  and  working  at  cross¬ 
purposes.  As  a  result  of  this  multiplic¬ 
ity  and  overlap  of  agencies,  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  red  tape,  confusion,  and  in¬ 
efficiency. 

Now,  I  am  not  blaming'  anyone  for 
this  condition.  The  fact  is  that  our  huge 
administrative  mechanism  has,  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  needs  of  the  people  for  new 
services  and  the  demand  of  two  world 
wars,  been  built  up  without  plan  or  de¬ 
sign  like  the  barns,  shacks,  silos,  tool- 
sheds,  and  garages  of  an  old  farm,  to 
become  a  veritable  jungle  of  unrelated 
units  and  services.  As  a  result  the  Pres¬ 
ident  cannot  properly  execute  the  laws 
for  which  he  is  held  responsible — he  is 
forced  to  waste  his  time  dealing  with 
some  45  to  80  agencies  which  report  di¬ 
rectly  to  him,  and  which  prevent  him 
from  concentrating  on  the  more  impor¬ 
tant  duties  of  his  office. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Congress  is  obligated 
to  take  action  to  remedy  this  disorgan¬ 
ized  state  of  affairs,  and  the  path  to  fol¬ 
low  has  been  well  defined.  As  the  result 
of  research,  investigation,  and  practical 
experience  in  business  and  government, 
certain  well-established  principles  of  or¬ 
ganization  have  developed,  and  are  now 
generally  accepted  as  the  fundamentals 
of  sound  public  administration.  These 
guiding  principles  said  to  be  basic  in  the 
reorganization  of  government  may  be 
summarized  as  follows: 

First.  The  functions  of  government 
should  be  grouped  into  a  few  orderly  de¬ 


partments,  with  each  department  being 
,  responsible  for  carrying  out  all  related 
I  functions  contributing  to  one  major  ob- 
jective; 

Second.  Each  major  department 
should  be  headed  by  an  administrator 
appointed  by  and  responsible  to  the 
President,  thus  giving  the  Chief  Execu¬ 
tive  power  to  effectively  control  and  di¬ 
rect  the  administration; 

.  Third.  The  President  should  not  have 
more  than  20  agency  heads  reporting  to 
him  directly,  thus  freeing  him  from  the 
mass  of  administrative  detail,  and  per¬ 
mitting  him  to  devote  his  time  to  major 
questions  of  policy;  — ■ 

Fourth.  The  lines  of  authority  within  | 
the  departments  should  be  clearly  de- 1 
fined  and  direct  from  the  upper  to  the .! 
lower  levels  of  the  administrative  hier-!,’ 
archy;  and  ~ 

Fifth.  Purely  administrative  func¬ 
tions  should  be  separated  from  quasi¬ 
legislative  and  quasi-judicial  functions, 
with  the  latter  being  placed  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  autonomous  boards  and 
commissions. 

These  are  the  standards  of  sound  pub¬ 
lic  administration,  and  the  goals  to¬ 
ward  which  we  move  in  seeking  more 
efficiency  in  government.  This  reor¬ 
ganization  bill  is  the  first  step — the  en¬ 
abling  step — toward  sound  management 
in  our  Federal  Government.  I  am  sure 
that  its  passage  will  provide  better  serv¬ 
ice  and  more  efficient  management  at 
less  cost  to  the  people  of  the  United 
States,  and  I  call  upon  the  Congress  to 
enabt  it  into  law. 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  balance  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Hardy]. 

Mr.  HARDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  a 
great  many  years  the  question  of  reor¬ 
ganizing  the  executive  agencies  of  our 
Government  has  been  a  matter  of  con¬ 
cern,  not  only  to  the  Congress  but  to 
every  taxpayer.  The  subject  is  not  new 
but  the  need  for  reorganization  is  con¬ 
tinually  getting  more  acute. 

The  number  of  executive  agencies  has 
increased  with  every  Congress  and  their 
fields  of  activity  have  been  expanded. 

This  situation  has  brought  about  many 
instances  of  overlapping  jurisdictions  and 
duplication  of  effort  which  have  been 
accompanied  by  inefficiency,  wasteful¬ 
ness,  and  ineffectiveness. 

Everyone  who  has  any  contact  with 
the  Federal  agencies  recognizes  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  the  situation  and  sees  an  urgent 
need  for  better  utilizing  the  manpower 
on  the  Federal  pay  roll. 

The  subject  has  been  much  discussed 
but  few  worthwhile  results  have  been 
achieved.  This  is  a  problem  of  tre¬ 
mendous  magnitude  which  the  Eightieth 
Congress  recognized.  Two  years  ago  we 
passed  legislation  which  resulted  in  the 
establishment  of  the  commission  headed 
by  former  President  Hoover.  That  com¬ 
mission  has  been  at  work  for  nearly 
2  years  making  exhaustive  studies  of  our 
governmental  set-up  and  soon  its  reports 
will  be  submitted  to  us  and  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  with  recommendations  for  reme¬ 
dial  action. 
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The  bill  before  us  today  will  provide 
a  vehicle  for  the  effectuation  of  recom¬ 
mendations  based  on  the  studies  of  the 
Hoover  Commission.  Without  this  leg¬ 
islation  much  of  the  value  of  the  work  the 
Commission  has  done  will  be  lost. 

During  the  hearings  conducted  before 
out  committee,  many  people  denounced 
the  existing  situation  and  spoke  of  “dead- 
wood”  in  the  executive  agencies.  It  is 
significant,  however,  that  many  of  the 
witnesses,  while  espousing  the  cause  of 
reorganization,  sought  exemptions  for 
specific  agencies  in  which  they  or  their 
constituents  were  personally  interested. 
This  brings  into  point  the  need  for  giving 
to  the  President  the  authority  to  make 
recommendations  of  corrections  under 
legislation  which  will  assure  prompt  and 
positive  action. 

In  the  testimony  it  was  frequently 
stated  that  Congress  increases  agencies 
and  authorizes  additions  to  the  Federal 
pay  roll  but  seldom  finds  it  expedient  to 
eliminate  an  agency  or  to  reduce  the 
number  of  Federal  employees.  It  is  dif¬ 
ficult  for  us  who  are  charged  with  over¬ 
all  legislative  responsibility  to  visualize 
specific  needs  for  reorganization  and  the 
very  nature  of  the  legislative  process 
makes  it  essential  that  the  President  be 
given  a  freer  hand  in  revamping  the 
agencies  he  administers  and  in  eliminat¬ 
ing  such  agencies  as  are  unnecessary,  or 
the  functions  of  such  agencies  when  they 
are  duplicating  services  performed  by 
other  agencies. 

In  the  past  we  have  had  similar  au¬ 
thority  conferred  upon  the  President  but 
in  each  instance  it  has  been  so  circum¬ 
scribed  by  exemptions  and  provisions  for 
special  treatment  to  specific  gencies  that 
it  has  made  the  problems  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  extremely  difficult.  In  the  legisla¬ 
tion  before  us  no  exemptions  are  pro¬ 
vided  and  the  President  will  be  enabled 
to  recommend  reorganization  plans  in 
keeping  with  the  needs  which  are  obvi¬ 
ous  to  him  and  without  regard  to  special 
interests. 

Even  so,  the  legislation  provides  ample 
safeguards  for  the  protection  of  the  leg¬ 
islative  functions  of  Congress  through 
the  provision  by  which  the  Congress  can 
disapprove  a  plan  recommended  by  the 
President  and  thereby  make  it  inopera¬ 
tive.  In  order  to  prevent  undue  delay, 
the  legislation  provides  for  a  60-day  pe¬ 
riod  within  which  the  Congress  must  act 
if  it  disapproves  of  the  reorganization 
plan. 

I  think  it  should  be  pointed  out  that 
under  this  legislation  the  President  can 
merely  transfer  agencies  or  functions  of 
agencies  or  abolish  agencies  or  functions 
of  agencies.  He  cannot  broaden  the  au¬ 
thority  of  any  agency  beyond  that  which 
has  already  been  provided  by  law. 
Neither  can  he  establish  or  abolish  com¬ 
pletely  any  executive  department  whose 
head  has  Cabinet  status. 

We  talk  efficiency  and  economy.  We 
all  know  that  it  is  urgent,  especially  dur¬ 
ing  this  period  of  international  unrest 
when  it  is  necessary  that  we  make  large 
expenditures  in  the  interest  of  national 
security.  Our  internal  economic  condi¬ 
tions  require  maximum  efficiency.  Let 
us  therefore  proceed  speedily  to  pass  this 
legislation  in  order  that  the  effective* 


930 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


February  7 


ness  of  our  domestic  agencies  may  be  in¬ 
creased,  that  the  expenditures  for  essen¬ 
tial  services  to  our  people  may  be  re¬ 
duced,  and  that  our  gigantic  govern¬ 
mental  activities  may  be  put  on  a  more 
businesslike  basis.  I  hope  this  legisla¬ 
tion  will  pass  in  its  present  form.  I  hope 
that  the  Members  of  this  body  will  view 
the  subject  from  its  broadest  aspects  and 
will  vote  for  this  legislation  without  seek¬ 
ing  to  incorporate  amendments  to  give 
special  treatment  to  pet  agencies.  If  we 
are  in  earnest  about  desiring  efficiency 
and  economy  in  Government,  about  re¬ 
ducing  the  Federal  pay  roll,  and  making 
better  utilization  of  the  services  of  Fed¬ 
eral  employees,  we  will  act  speedily  to 
pass  this  legislation  as  it  has  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee. 

(Mr.  HARDY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

marfcs  ) 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
who  desire  to  do  so  may  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Holifield]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  speak 
in  favor  of  the  passage  of  this  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  reorganization  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

After  a  careful  reading  of  the  hearings 
before  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments,  a  copy  of 
which  hearings  is  furnished  us  with  a 
copy  of  this  most  important  bill,  I  con¬ 
clude  that  Congress  itself  must  recognize 
that  Congress  itself  is  not  qualified,  be¬ 
cause  of  lack  of  time,  opportunity,  and 
training,  to  itself  enter  into  the  field  of 
reorganization  of  Government  agencies 
in  the  executive  or  administrative 
branches  thereof.  This  being  true,  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  his 
associates  must  have  the  power. 

Evidence  shows  that  for  several  years 
Congress  has  undertaken  to  pass  a  re¬ 
organization  bill  from  which  would  flow 
savings  of  the  taxpayers’  money  and  in¬ 
creased  efficiency;  but  in  this  bill  it  ap¬ 
pears  plainly  to  me  that  here  is  the  op¬ 
portunity  for  the  best  piece  of  legislation 
in  this  field  yet  enacted,  or  considered. 

For  instance,  it  provides  no  exemp¬ 
tions;  it  provides  no  time  limit;  and  there 
is  no  limitation  either  to  begin  or  to  end, 
so  that  the  President  has  opportunity  to 
come  before  Congress  with  his  planned 
reorganization  at  such  time  as  he  is  ready 
to  do  so.  The  bill  provides  that  he  must 
examine  and  reexamine  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  all  agencies  of  Government  and 
must  determine  what  change  shall  be 
necessary  to  accomplish  six  worthy  ob¬ 
jectives,  which  are: 

First.  To  promote  the  better  execution 
of  laws. 

Second.  To  reduce  expenditures  and 
promote  economies  to  the  fullest  extent 
consistent  with  operational  government. 

Third.  To  increase  the  efficiency  of  the 
operations  of  government. 

Fourth.  To  group,  coordinate,  and  con¬ 
solidate  agencies  and  functions  of  gov¬ 
ernment  according  to  major  purposes,  as 
nearly  as  may  be  possible. 


Fifth.  To  reduce  the  number  of  agen¬ 
cies  by  consolidating  those  having  similar 
functions  under  a  single  head  and 
to  abolish  such  agencies  or  functions 
thereof  as  may  not  be  necessary  for  the 
efficient  conduct  of  government. 

Sixth.  To  eliminate  overlapping  and 
duplication  of  effort. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  we  were  operating 
our  own  private  business  establishments 
or  if  we  were  in  the  employ  of  any  of  the 
great  successful  American  corporations, 
these  six  objectives  would  be  continuously 
called  to  our  attention  as  worthy  and  es¬ 
sential.  And,  just  because  we  are  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  American  taxpayers  is  no 
reason  that  these  same  six  objectives 
should  not  be  continuously  before  our 
great  Government.  Efficiency  and  oper¬ 
ation  of  major  objectives  at  a  minimum 
of  expense  is  not  less  essential  in  govern¬ 
ment  than  it  is  in  private  business. 

The  two  living  men  best  qualified  to  tell 
us  their  considered  opinion  have  given  us 
their  joint  opinion  on  the  objectives  of 
this  bill — President  Herbert  Hoover,  who 
happens  to  be  a  registered  Republican, 
and  President  Harry  Truman,  who  hap¬ 
pens  to  be  a  registered  Democrat.  These 
two  great  Americans  have  joined  forces 
and  have  made  a  recommendation  to  us 
as  representatives  of  the  people.  If  ex¬ 
perience  ever  talks,  here  is  where  it 
should  talk;  and  these  two  great  leaders 
of  American  executive  responsibilities, 
both  past  and  present,  tell  us  plainly  that 
this  bill  is  the  bill  which  should  pass.  I 
am  willing  to  take  the  strong  recom¬ 
mendations  of  these  two  men.  Their  in¬ 
terests  have  been  and  are  the  interests 
of  the  American  people  in  these  matters. 

The  bill  clearly  protects  the  interests 
of  the  American  people  by  providing  that 
the  President  shall  first  submit  proposed 
changes  to  the  United  States  Congress; 
and,  then,  the  bill  gives  us,  as  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  taxpayers,  a  60-day  pe¬ 
riod  within  which  to  state  in  writing  our 
objections.  This  certainly  is  time  enough 
for  us  to  act  and  is  fair  to  Congress  and 
does  not  hold  the  President  up  too  long. 

I  shall  vote  for  the  bill  as  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  reported  it  and  desires  it  to\e 
enacted.  This  is  in  the  interests  of  the 
public  welfare. 

Mr.  CARROLL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.  R.  2361.  It  is  apparent 
to  me  after  a  careful  reading  of  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  the  witnesses  who  appeared  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  this  legislation  that  there  is  a 
drastic  and  immediate  need  for  the  pass¬ 
age  of  this  type  of  reorganization  legis¬ 
lation. 

I  have  paid  particular  attention  to  the 
testimony  of  a  fine  American  and  may  I 
add  one  of  the  few  Americans  who  has 
had  actual  experience  and,  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  our  present  President,  is  best 
qualified  to  speak  in  behalf  of  this  meas¬ 
ure.  I  refer  to  former  President  Herbert 
Hoover.  I  realize,  of  course,  that  Mr. 
Hoover  has  presented  not  only  his  own 
views,  but,  as  chairman  of  the  so-called 
Hoover  Commission,  he  is  speaking  for 
all  of  the  outstanding  men  who  comprise 
that  Commission.  In  addition  to  his 
opinion,  we  have  the  benefit  of  the  ex¬ 
perience  of  the  Comptroller  General  of 


the  United  States,  Mr.  Lindsay  Warren, 
who  has  served  as  a  Member  of  Congress 
and  has  spent  many  years  following  the 
subject  of  this  legislation  with  extreme 
care.  His  past  position,  coupled  with  the 
high  position  he  now  holds,  lends  greaf““ 
weight  to  the  force  of  his  testimony. 

The  constant  and  steady  growth  of  the 
Government  of  this  great  Nation  ha^  pro¬ 
duced  overlapping  and  duplication  to 
such  an  extent  that  it  is  not  only  waste¬ 
ful  from  a  monetary  standpoint  but  has 
produced  great  inefficiency  and  in  many 
instances  we  have  found  Government  de¬ 
partments  working  at  odds  with  one  an¬ 
other. 

Every  Member  of  Congress  should  read 
carefully,  not  only  the  testimony  of  these 
two  important  witnesses  but  the  majority 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments.  The 
passage  of  this  bill  will  and  should  pave 
the  way  for  more  efficient  government 
and  for  greater  economy. 

It  is  obvious,  as  we  witness  the  increase 
in  the  national  budget  from  year  to  year, 
that  we  must  exert  every  effort  to  stream¬ 
line  our  Government,  eliminating  waste 
in  the  interests  of  economy  and  for  the 
benefit  of  taxpayers. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc., — 

Title  I 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Reorganization  Act  of  1949.” 

NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine 
and  from  time  to  time  reexamine  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  all  agencies  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  shall  determine  what  changes 
therein  are  necessary  to  accomplish  the  fol¬ 
lowing  purposes : 

( 1 )  to  promote  the  better  execution  of 
the  laws,  the  more  effective  management 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  of  its  agencies  and  functions,  and  the 
expeditious  administration  of  the  public 
business; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote 
economy,  to  the  fullest  extent  consistent 
with  the  efficient  operation  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  op¬ 
erations  of  the  Government  to  the  fullest 
extent  practicable; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate 
agencies  and  functions  of  the  Government, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to  major 
purposes; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by 
consolidating  those  having  similar  functions 
under  a  single  head,  and  to  abolish  such 
agencies  or  functions  thereof  as  may  not  be 
necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of  the 
Government;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  dupli¬ 
cation  of  effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  demands  the  carrying  out  of 
the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  and 
that  such  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in 
great  measure  by  proceeding  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act,  and  can  be  accomplished 
more  speedily  thereby  than  by  the  enactment 
of  specific  legislation. 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  in¬ 
vestigation,  finds  that — 

( 1 )  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
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functions  thereof,  to  the  Jurisdiction  and 
control  of  any  other  agency;  or 

(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the 
functions  of  any  agency;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
thereof,  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
other  agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of 
any  part  of  any  agency  or  the  functions 
thereof  with  any  other  part  of  the  same 
agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  dele¬ 
gate  any  of  his  functions;  or 

(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency  which  agency  or  part  does  not 
have,  or  upon  the  taking  effect  of  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  will  not  have,  any  functions, 
is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of 
the  purposes  of  section  2  (a),  he  shall  pre¬ 
pare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the  making  of 
the  reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has 
made  findings  and  which  he  includes  in  the 
plan,  and  transmit  such  plan  (bearing  an 
identifying  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect 
to  each  reorganization  included  in  the  plan, 
he  has  found  that  such  reorganization  is 
necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  of  section  2  (a) .  The  delivery  to 
both  Houses  shall  be  on  the  same  day  and 
shall  be  made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in 
session.  The  President,  in  his  message  trans¬ 
mitting  a  reorganization  plan,  shall  specify 
with  respect  to  each  abolition  of  a  function 
included  in  the  plan  the  statutory  authority 
for  the  exercise  of  such  function. 

OTHER  CONTENTS  OF  FLANS 

Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted 
by  the  President  under  section  3 — 

(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems 
necessary,  the  name  of  any  agency  affected  by 
a  reorganization,  and  the  title  of  its  head;  and 
shall  designate  the  name  of  any  agency 
resulting  from  a  reorganization  and  the  title 
of  its  head; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  ap¬ 
pointment  and  compensation  of  the  head 
and  one  or  more  other  officers  of  any  agency 
(including  an  agency  resulting  from  a  con¬ 
solidation  or  other  type  of  reorganization)  if 
the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message  trans¬ 
mitting  the  plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of  a 
reorganization  made  by  the  plan  such  provi¬ 
sions  are  necessary.  The  head  so  provided  for 
may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  commis¬ 
sion  or  board  with  two  or  more  members.  In 
the  case  of  any  such  appointment  the  term 
of  office  shall  not  be  fixed  at  more  than  four 
years,  the  compensation  shall  not  be  at  a  rate 
in  excess  of  that  found  by  the  President  to 
prevail  in  respect  of  comparable  officers  in 
the  executive  branch,  and,  if  the  appointment 
is  not  under  the  classified  civil  service,  it 
shall  be  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer 
or  other  disposition  of  the  records,  property, 
and  personnel  affected  by  any  reorganization; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer 
of  such  unexpended  balances  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  of  other  funds,  available  for  use 
in  connection  with  any  function  or  agency 
affected  by  a  reorganization,  as  he  deems 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for 
use  in  connection  with  the  functions  affected 
by  the  reorganization,  or  for  the  use  of  the 
agency  which  shall  have  such  functions  after 
the  reorganizatiorrplan  is  effective,  but  such 
unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be 
used  only  for  the  purposes  for  which  such 
appropriation  was  originally  made; 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  winding  up 
the  affairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall 
provide  for,  and  no  reorganization  under  this 
act  shall  have  the  effect  of — 


(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive 
department  or  all  the  functions  thereof,  es¬ 
tablishing  any  new  executive  department, 
designating  any  agency  as  “Department”  or 
its  head  as  “Secretary,”  or  consolidating  any 
two  or  more  executive  departments  or  all  the 
functions  thereof;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the 
period  authorized  by  law  for  its  existence  or 
beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have  termi¬ 
nated  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been 
made;  or 

(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the 
period  authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise,  or 
beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have  termi¬ 
nated  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been 
made;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any 
function  which  is  not  expressly  authorized 
by  law  at  the  time  the  plan  is  transmitted 
to  the  ^ongress;  or 

■  (5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  be¬ 
yond  that  provided  by  law  for  such  office;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with 
any  other  agency  the  municipal  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  all  those 
functions  thereof  which  are  subject  to  this 
act,  or  abolishing  said  government  or  all  said 
functions. 

(b)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for 
a  reorganization  affecting  any  agency  named 
below  in  this  subsection  may  not  provide  also 
for  a  reorganization  which  does  not  affect 
such  agency;  except  that  this  prohibition 
shall  not  apply  to  the  transferto  such  agency 
of  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any  agency  not 
so  named.  No  provision  contained  in  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the 
reorganization  plan  is  in  violation  of  this 
subsection.  The  agencies  above  referred  to 
in  this  subsection  are  as  follows:  National 
Military  Establishment,  Board  of  Governors 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  System,  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  and  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan:  On  page  7,  after  line  20,  insert  a 
new  section  as  follows - 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  offering  a  new  section.  I  have 
an  amendment  that  I  want  to  offer  to 
this  section.  - 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Do  I  understand 
the~gentleman  from  Michigan  is  offering 
a  new  section? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  am 
offering  a  new  subdivision  under  section 
5,  following  subsection  (b). 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Will  the 
Chair  advise  me  whether  or  not  the  of¬ 
fering  of  the  amendment  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  adding  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  or  paragraph  will  preclude  me  from 
offering  my  amendment? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Not  if  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  is  otherwise  in  order. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan:  On  page  7,  after  line  20,  insert 
a  new  paragraph  as  follows: 

"(c)  No  reorganization  specified  in  the 
reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  unless 
the  plan  is  submitted  to  Congress  before 
January  20,  1953.” 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  the  amendment  which 


would  bring  about  a  limitation  upon  the 
power;  that  is,  instead  of  its  being  per¬ 
manent  legislation  it  would  be  limited  to 
Jannary  20, 1953,  which  would  be  the  date 
of  the  expiration  of  the  President’s  term 
of  office. 

I  may  say  that  this  amendment  was 
drawn  by  legislative  counsel  from  the 
Comptroller  General’s  office.  This  lan¬ 
guage  is  word  for  word,  period,  comma, 
and  semicolon  the  same  as  the  previous 
law.  There  should  be  some  limitation 
upon  this  legislation,  although  some 
Members  will  probably  reply  that  Mr. 
Hoover  said  that  is  not  so.  It  is  with 
a  great  deal  of  pleasure  that  I  hear  you 
gentlemen  on  the  Democratic  side  quot¬ 
ing  Mr.  Hoover.  I  wish  in  previous  years, 
in  other  campaigns,  other  elections,  along 
in  some  October,  all  down  through  Octo¬ 
ber  and  up  to  election  day  in  November, 
you  gentlemen  had  quoted  Mr.  Hoover 
with-  a  little  more  appreciation  than  you 
did. 

Many,  many  times  from  the  well  of 
the  House  I  have  heard  members  of  the 
party  to  which  the  gentlemen  who  are 
now  quoting  Mr.  Hoover  with  approval, 
who  are  now  citing  him  as  the  embodi¬ 
ment  of  all  wisdom  and  all  patriotism, 
charge  that  almost  everything  disagree¬ 
able  that  happened  to  this  country  be¬ 
tween  January  of  1928  and  the  day  of 
the  convening  of  the  Eighty-first  Con¬ 
gress  was  due  to  the  mistakes,  the  lack 
of  wisdom,  the  unsound  policies,  of  this 
same  Herbert  Hoover. 

Had  Mr.  Hoover’s  reorganization  plan 
been  accepted  by  a  Democratic  Congress, 
some  of  the  evils  which  you  seek  to  cure 
now  might  have  been  ended  years  ago. 

Had  his  views  been  given  just  a  little 
of  the  consideration  which  you  now  claim 
for  them,  it  might  not  only  have  helped 
some  of  us  on  this  side,  but  the  country 
might  have  been  saved  billions  of  dollars, 
given  greater  efficiency,  and  the  execu¬ 
tive  department  might  have  been  now 
operating  in  an  efficient,  economical  way. 

But  we  are  willing  to  forget  your  pre¬ 
vious  criticism  of  our  former  President 
and  his  views.  Many  of  us  are  happy, 
are  thankful,  to  know  that,  at  this  late 
day,  you  are  now  recognizing  the  ability, 
the  straightforwardness,  of  our  great 
former  President,  who  was  so  unmerci¬ 
fully  pilloried  during  the  years  which 
have  elapsed  since  he  left  the  office. 

If  some  of  you  now  appreciate  Mr. 
Hoover  and  his  service  to  his  country, 
there  should  be  at  least  as  much  rejoic¬ 
ing  as  there  was  over  tffe  finding  of  the 
sheep  which  was  lost  and  returned  to  the 
fold.  You  know  what  they  said  about 
that  fellow  who  was  saved  at  the  last 
moment.  I  am  glad  so  many  have  been 
converted  to  at  least  some  of  Mr.  Hoover’s 
views.  Enough  of  that. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  BONNER.  The  gentleman  means 
Mr.  Hoover  who  appeared  before  the 
committee? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Yes. 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  am  thinking  of  Mr. 
Hoover  as  the  Chairman  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  I  am  not  thinking  of  Mr.  Hoover 
as  a  political  candidate  or  as  a  former 
President.  I  take  it  that  Mr.  Hoover 
was  not  expressing  entirely  his  own  views 
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with  respect  to  reorganization.  I  take 
it  he  brought  to  the  committee  the  joint 
views  of  the  members  of  the  Commission. 
It  was  a  nonpartisan  Commission. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  can¬ 
not  yield  any  more. 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  just  wanted  the  Rec¬ 
ord  to  show  that. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  My  only 
point  is  that  today  so  many  Members  of 
the  House,  so  many  people  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  have  recognized  that  there  is  some¬ 
thing  good  in  some  of  Mr.  Hoover’s  views. 
It  is  an  acknowledgment  of  a  great  serv¬ 
ice  which  has  been  too  long  delayed. 
That  is  the  only  point  I  was  trying  to 
make  at  this  time.  Conversion  long  de¬ 
layed  is  a  good  thing,  even  if  it  comes  a 
little  late. 

If  the  gentleman  knew  as  much  about 
the  workings  of  this  Commission  as  some 
other  folks  he  would  know  that  it  was 
not  altogether  a  body  of  but  one  mind, 
and  I  think  Mr.  Hoover  has  from  time 
to  time  changed  his  views  as  the  matter 
went  along. 

Let  us  get  down  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment.  Some  day  the  gentleman  who 
holds  the  office  of  President  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  will  die.  He  will  no  longer  be 
President.  He  may  not  even  be  elected 
to  a  third  term.  No  one  knows  who  is 
going  to  be  President  in  the  future,  and 
I  want  to  know  what  you  gentleman  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  are  going  to 
do  and  where  you  will  be  if  along  comes 
a  President  as  has  a  previous  President 
and  sends  down  a  reorganization  plan 
which  takes  over  so  many  of  these  agen¬ 
cies,  for  example  the  USES,  and  puts 
it  in  the  Labor  Department.  The  House 
killed  that  one  twice. 

What  are  you  going  to  do  if  you  should 
get  a  President  like  Mr.  Wallace,  for  .ex¬ 
ample,  or  some  other  man,  or  even  the 
present  President  who  apparently  gets 
his  views  on  labo£  legislation  from  the 
Labor  Department,  from  Phil  Murray 
and  from  the  CIO,  and  he  should  send 
down  here  a  reorganization  plan  putting 
the  Conciliation  Service,  the  Labor  Re¬ 
lations  Board,  and  all  of  their  functions 
in  the  Labor  Department?  What  are 
you  going  to  do  if  you  have  a  filibuster 
over  in  the  Senate  and  a  plan  like  that 
is  not  acted  on  in  60  days?  You  are  go¬ 
ing  to  swallow  it  lock,  stock,  and  barrel. 
We  ought  to  think  about  that. 

There  should  be  some  limitation  on 
the  President’s  power.  There  should  be 
an  opportunity  for  the  House  as  well  as 
for  the  Senate  to  vote  on  any  plan  he 
sends  down  here.  Both  House  and  Sen¬ 
ate  should  be  forced  to  act.  You  see 
where  you  are  getting?  You  have  Phil 
Murray  sitting  here  on  one  side,  John 
Gibson  of  the  CIO,  and  Tobin  of  the 
Labor  Department  sitting  on  the  other 
side  of  the  President  and  from  that  com¬ 
bination  down  comes  a  plan,  as  came 
down  this  demand  that  we  repeal  the 
Taft-Hartley  Act  and  go  back  to  the  old 
Wagner  Act — a  plan  which  the  House 
does  not  like,  which  the  House  rejects 
unanimously,  but  which  under  this  bill 
may  still  become  the  law  of  the  land, 
either  because  a  majority  of  the  Senate 
does  like  it  or  because  of  a  filibuster 
which  prevents  action  by  the  Senate. 

Just  as  sure  as  you  adopt  this  plan, 
you  some  day  may  have  a  bill  which 


neither  the  House  nor  the  Senate  would 
pass  becoming  the  law  of  the  land, 
rammed  down  your  neck,  and  you  will 
not  like  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendment  would 
make  the  bill  in  that  respect  just  like  all 
of  those  that  have  gone  before.  Nothing 
has  been  done  under  the  other  bills  so 
far.  We  speak  of  Mr.  Hoover  with  rev¬ 
erence  because  we  believe  that  from  his 
experience  as  President  of  these  United 
States  he  did  learn  some  very  valuable 
lessons  that  can  serve  us  in  this  day. 
The  House  must  have  believed  that  y/hen 
he  is  serving  now  as  chairman  of  one 
of  the  greatest  commissions  this  Con¬ 
gress  has  ever  authorized.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  there  is  any  greater  patriot  in  this 
country  than  our  former  President.  We 
look  upon  him  equally  with  all  other 
great  patriots.  But  he  has  something 
that  no  other  man  has;  that  is  exper¬ 
ience.  He  has  been  the  President.  He 
has  gone  through  this.  He  asked  for 
reorganization  in  his  day.  One  of  his 
last  acts  was  to  request  that  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  measure  might  be  passed  in  order 
to  enable  his  successor  to  do  the  things 
that  he  never  had  an  opportunity  to  do. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  did  not  disturb  you, 
sir.  I  will  not  yield  at  this  point. 

So,  he  gave  us  his  experience,  and  this 
committee  used  it.  The  same  way  with 
our  present  President.  We  do  not  ques¬ 
tion  his  patriotism.  We  do  not  question 
his  love  of  country.  I  do  not  believe  that 
he  can  be  influenced  by  any  outside  in¬ 
fluence  any  more  than  any  Member  of 
this  House  can  be  influenced  by  outside 
influence.  Had  you  been  a  member  of 
this  committee  you  would  know  how 
much  influence  has  been  brought  to  bear 
upon  the  members  of  this  committee  by 
various  agencies  in  order  to  take  them¬ 
selves  out  of  the  workings  of  this  bill. 
But,  we  are  bringing  in  a  bill  that  we  be¬ 
lieve  is  the  best  that  can  be  had  and  that 
we  believe  will  do  the  job. 

If  you  are  going  to  question  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  somebody,  then  perhaps  we 
ought  to  start  off  with  a  President  and  a 
former  President.  If  you  are  going  to 
agree  that  they  have  equal  love  of  coun¬ 
try  with  us,  then  we  ought  to  use  the 
valuable  experience  that  they  have 
gained,  in  arriving  at  a  determination 
which  brought  this  bill  about. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  do  not  yield  at  this 
point. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  But  you 
are  misquoting  him. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  de¬ 
clines  to  yield. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  So,  both  the  present 
President,  whom  you  are  going  to  charge 
with  this  responsibility,  and  a  past  Pres¬ 
ident,  who  has  had  experience  and  can 
talk  to  us  from  the  viewpoint  of  experi¬ 
ence,  ask  you  to  take  off  that  handicap, 
ask  you  to  make  this  permanent  legisla¬ 
tion,  ask  you  to  give  every  President  the 
responsibility  of  a  power  to  do  the  thing 
which  you  say  is  necessary  to  be  done 


and  that  only  a  President  can  do.  Sure, 
you  have  had  this  argument  in  past  re¬ 
organization  plans,  and  the  thing  that 
you  did  then  has  been  one  of  the  handi¬ 
caps  in  bringing  about  new  organiza¬ 
tion  plans. 

So,  I  am  going  to  ask  the  members 
of  this  committee,  in  the  light  of  past  ex¬ 
perience,  in  the  light  of  testimony  of 
these  witnesses,  in  the  light  of  the  job  to 
be  done  for  the  people  of  this  Nation,  that 
is,  setting  in  motion  machinery  that  can 
wipe  out  this  overlapping,  that  can  do 
away  with  these  unnecessary  functions, 
that  can  streamline  the  operations  of 
government,  even  as  big  business  must 
do  today,  as  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Rich]  said,  to  accept  the 
bill  as  recommended  by  the  committee. 
Big  business  has  streamlined  its  own  af¬ 
fairs.  Gone  are  the  methods  of  yester¬ 
day.  No  good  businessman  would  stand 
for  his  organization  to  be  in  the  shape 
that  our  executive  department  is  in 
today. 

So,  I  am  asking  you  to  stand  back  of 
this  committee  which  has  given  a  good 
deal  of  thought  to  this  thing,  heard  wit¬ 
nesses  upon  it,  and  have  brought  you 
their  sober  judgment  that  permanent 
legislation  is  necessary  in  order  to  do 
the  job. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  three  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  very  much  in¬ 
terested  in  the  statements  made  by  the 
chairman  of  our  committee.  I  agree  in 
a  great  measure  with  those  statements. 
However,  during  the  discussion  of  this 
legislation  I  asked  that  we  set  a  termi¬ 
nation  date  that  this  legislation  might 
expire  on.  When  I  asked  Mr.  Hoover 
whether  it  should  not  expire  in  8  years, 
he  made  the  statement  that  he  hoped  it 
would  not  be  necessary  to  continue  it 
that  long.  I  spoke  to  our  committee 
about  the  8  years,  and  they  thought  that 
it  was  too  long.  I  was  under  the  im¬ 
pression  all  the  time  that  we  were  going 
to  have  this  legislation  expire  in  not 
over  4  years. 

The  situation  is  just  this:  We  have 
built  up  this  great  organization  of  gov¬ 
ernment  for  150  years,  and  now  we  are 
going  to  try  to  readjust  it.  This  com¬ 
mission  has  spent  a  couple  of  years  get¬ 
ting  ready  the  suggestions  upon  which 
the  President  will  act,  and  under  this 
amendment  the  President  will  have  3 
years  from  this  time  to  see  that  they 
are  consummated.  It  seems  to  me  it  is 
only  wise  that  a  termination  date  be 
placed  on  this  legislation,  regardless  of 
whether  you  make  it  3,  4,  5,  or  6  years. 
The  amendment  the  gentleman  has 
offered  provides,  I  think,  for  3  years.  I 
cannot  for  the  life  of  me  see  why  it  would 
not  be  the  wise  thing  to  do. 

I  quite  disagree  with  my  chairman  on 
that  one  point.  OthelY’ise,  he  has  been 
handling  the  affairs  of  this  committee  in 
fine  shape  and  has  been  doing  a  good 
job.  I  admire  the  way  he  has  handled 
the  committee.  I  take  my  hat  off  to  him. 
But  I  do  think  we  could  put  a  limitation 
on  the  time  for  which  this  legislation  is 
to  extend  and  it  would  be  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  country.  Speaking  for 
myself,  I  shall  vote  for  this  amendment. 
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and  I  hope  the  Members  of  the  House 
will  see  fit  to  terminate  this  power  at 
some  time.  If  you  pass  this  legislation 
and  have  no  termination  date,  you  will 
always  be  in  turmoil.  You  will  never 
know  when  a  reorganization  plan  might 
be  sent  down  from  the  White  House,  re¬ 
gardless  of  who  the  President  might  be, 
and  at  some  time  it  will  catch  somebody 
napping  and  they  will  not  be  prepared 
for  it.  However,  as  long  as  we  have  the 
chairman  we  have  now,  and  as  long  as 
we  know  there  is  something  coming,  we 
will  be  expecting  plans  to  come  in  here 
in  the  next  2  or  3  years,  so  th^t  if  we 
are  on  the  anxious  seat  and  are  waiting 
for  something,  and  do  not  want  it  to 
pass,  we  will  take  action  and  see  that  it 
does  not  pass.  However,  if  we  let  this, 
thing  ride  along,  I  can  see  where  dam¬ 
age  might  happen  to  this  Government 
that  might  be  irreparable. 

Mr.  MORRIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  RICH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  MORRIS.  Assuming  the  bill 
should  pass  as  it  is,  without  the  amend¬ 
ment,  could  not  any  future  Congress  or 
could  not  this  present  Congress  repeal  it 
if  it  wanted  to? 

Mr.  RICH.  Yes,  sure;  we  have  lots  of 
laws.  That  same  thing  applies  to  just 
what  is  trying  to  transpire  here  now. 
The  Congress  can  change  it,  but  we  will 
not  do  it;  that  is  the  point.  You  can  get 
action  when  you  have  a  termination  date 
or  have  something  to  do  and  you  know 
you  are  going  to  do  it.  If  you  know  you 
are  going  to  die  in  2  weeks  from  now  you 
will  make  a  will,  if  you  do  not  have  one 
already;  but  you  say,  “Oh,  I  can  make  a 
will  any  time,”  and  you  just  let  it  ride 
on  and  on,  and  then  you  do  not  do  it. 
That  is  the  point  I  am  trying  to  bring  out. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  matter  I  would  say 
is  not  of  tremendous  and  vital  impor¬ 
tance.  It  is  a  matter  of  policy.  It  is  a 
matter  which,  if  decided  either  way, 
would  not  vitally  ruin  the  bill  or  vitally 
make  the  bill.  It  is  a  matter  of  policy 
which  has  been  decided,  on  mature  con¬ 
sideration,  by  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  after  having  heard  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  committee. 

In  the  first  place,  the  President  has 
asked  for  this  power  to  be  made  a  matter 
of  permanent  legislation,  and  I  will  get 
to  the  points  supporting  permanent  leg¬ 
islation  in  just  a  moment. 

In  the  second  place,  the  chairman  of 
our  committee  asked  this  question  of  Mr. 
Hoover  when  he  was  before  the  commit¬ 
tee,  and  you  will  find  this  testimony  on 
page  137  of  the  hearings: 

The  Chairman.  This  bill,  Mr.  Hoover,  Is 
to  be  permanent  legislation?  There  has  been 
some  discussion  as  to  whether  or  not  it 
should  be  limited  to  the  term  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  then  a  new  bill  drawn  as  a  new 
President  comes  in.  Can  you  give  us  your 
opinion  on  that  subject,  sir? 

Mr.  Hoover.  My  opinion  is  that  it  ought  to 
be  permanent  legislation  because  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  is  a  con¬ 
stantly  changing  body.  We  need  no  better 
proof  .of  that  than  the  growth  la  the  number 
of  agencies  from  350  to  1,800.  I  would  expect 
for  a  constant  shift  in  the  focus  of  govern¬ 


ment  giving  emphasis  to  first  one  type  of 
action  and  then  to  another,  with  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  new  phases  of  such  action,  all  of 
which  must  be  constantly  refitted  into  the 
whole  pattern  of  the  executive  branch. 

This  is  not  Just  one  action  of  one  admin¬ 
istration  or  one  President,  it  is  a  continuous 
operation.  As  long  as  the  Congress  has  the 
veto,  I  do  not  see  that  there  is  any  great 
danger  in  conferring  such  a  power. 

I  want  to  point  out  to  you  that  in  the 
1932  Reorganization  Act  we  gave  to 
President  Roosevelt  a  permanent  type 
of  legislation.  This  is  an  answer  to  my 
friend^the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Rich],  who  is  my  colleague  on  the 
committee,  when  he  said  that  Congress 
would  not  do  this.  In  the  amended  1933 
form,  however,  the  Congress  did  take 
away  the  permanent  type  of  legislation 
and  set  a  limitation  upon  the  time.  That 
shows  that  Congress  can,  has,  and  could 
in  the  future  function  in  regard  to  the 
termination  of  the  power.  The  reor¬ 
ganization  of  the  government  is  not  a 
one-time  undertaking.  It  is  conceived 
as  a  continuing  problem.  Our  Govern¬ 
ment  is  not  a  static  type  of  government. 
It  is  a  constantly  growing  and  changing 
type  of  government.  Every  action  which 
the  Congress  takes  and  every  law  which 
is  passed  by  the  Congress  which  changes 
the  administrative  function  or  adds  to 
or  takes  from  such  functions,  creates  a 
different  situation  in  administrative 
powers.  Therefore,  there  is  constantly 
before  the  President  the  need  of  reor¬ 
ganization.  That  is  why  we  are  asking 
for  permanent  legislation.  If  at  any 
time  the  President  misuses  that  type  of 
power,  we  can  limit  it  by  legislative  en¬ 
actment.  We  can  speed  up  his  action 
by  bringing  before  the  Congress  an  act 
which  says  that  by  a  certain  day  he  shall 
take  such-and-such  an  action  or  the 
power  shall  be  taken  away  from  him. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RICH.  In  the  hearings  on  page 
143  I  asked  Mr.  Hoover  the  following 
question : 

How  long  do  you  think  it  will  require 
the  present  President  or  any  future  Presi¬ 
dents  <to  accomplish  everything  that  should 
be  attained  in  this  legislation? 

Mr.  Hoover  replied: 

Well,  Mr.  Rich,  there  are  two  steps  here. 
One  of  them  is  to  get  a  definite  plan  and 
have  it  approved  by  the  Congress,  or,  rather, 
have  the  Congress  leave  it  alone;  and  the 
other  is  the  taking  of  a  number  of  individual 
steps  that  will  each  require  specific  legis¬ 
lation.  I  take  it  that  we  will  be  in  the  throes 
of  reorganization  even  with  the  utmost  co¬ 
operation  for  at  least  over  a  year  before  we 
will  get  the  machine  working  and  be  in  a 
position  to  give  us  the  subsequent  benefits. 
This  is  no  easy  task. 

Then  I  asked  him  this  question : 

Therefore,  it  is  going  to  take  a  lot  of  time; 
even  6  or.  8  years  would  not  be  too  long  for 
the  Chief  Executive  to  have  his  organization 
get  thing  in  preparation  to  make  suggestions, 
would  it? 

Mr.  Hoover  said — and  this  is  the  point 
I  want  to  -make: 

It  certainly  is  quite  a  period.  I  hope  it  is 
not  that  long  because  I  would  like  to  live  to 
see  the  end  of  it. 


Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Hoover,  of 
course,  was  referring  in  that  conversa¬ 
tion,  as  I  take  it,  to  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  reports,  and  it  is  not  conceded  that 
the  Hoover  Commission  reports  will  be 
the  last  attempt  to  reorganize  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  part  of  our  Government  ma¬ 
chinery. 

Mr.  RICH.  I  have  been  trying  my  best 
to  make  it  clear  that  what  I  wanted  to 
know  was  how  long  it  would  take  the 
President  to  effect  this  organization. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  want  the  House  to  think 
that  once  action  is  taken  on  the  present 
Hoover  Commission  reports  that  that  will 
end  for  all  time  the  necessity  for  con¬ 
tinuing  scrutiny  of  government  and  con¬ 
tinuing  reorganization. 

Mr.  RICH.  Oh,  no;  I  would  not  want 
to  try  to  fool  anybody  any  place  anytime. 
I  want  ft>  be  straight,  open,  and  above¬ 
board,  and  tell  them  just  what  I  think. 
If  anybody  has  the  idea  that  I  am  trying 
to  fool  anybody  I  wish  that  they  would 
get  that  out  of  their  mind. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  know  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  not  trying  to  fool  anyone,  but  I 
just  wanted  to  clarify  a  point  in  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  remarks. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  five  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  recognize  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  good  in  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  report  and  a  great  deal  of  good 
in  this  bill.  I  recognize  the  imperative 
need  for  reorganization  in  Government 
and  greater  efficiency  in  Government  and 
for  more  economies  and  for  the  reduction 
of  expenses;  but  I  want  to  take  this  time 
to  voice  this  serious  thought  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  Army  engineers: 

This  bill  goes  as  far  as  the  committee 
felt  it  should  go  with  reference  to  assist¬ 
ing  in  the  demand  which  I  hear  voiced  in 
this  Congress  regarding  the  administra¬ 
tive  integrity  of  the  Army  engineers. 
This  bill  separates  the  program  of  re¬ 
organization  so  that  any  plan  involving 
the  national  defense  will  come  back  sep¬ 
arately  to  the  Congress  and  therefore  re¬ 
ceive  a  separate  vote.  However,  I  feel 
that  the  Army  engineers  have  done  such 
a  grand  job,  both  in  peace  and  in  war, 
that  no  reorganization  of  the  Army  engi¬ 
neers  should  occur.  I  wanted  to  take  just 
this  moment  to  voice  this  opinion.  I 
have  made  a  study  of  the  work,  as  I  am 
sure  have  a  great  many  other  Members 
of  Congress.  The  Army  engineers  have 
done  a  wonderful  job  and  they  are  now 
doing  a  magnificent  job. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  yield  to  my  chairman, 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Does  not  the  argument 
which  the  gentleman  is  advancing  with 
reference  to  the  Army  engineers  apply 
equally  to  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and  the 
Air  Corps? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  In  a  sense  it  applies 
equally;  but  in  another  sense  I  do  not 
think  it  does  apply  equally.  The  Army 
engineers  are  in  a  peculiar  position.  The 
Army  engineers  perform  in  time  of  war 
as  a  part  of  our  national  defense.  In 
time  of  peace  the  Army  engineers  per- 
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form  as  a  part  of  our  peacetime  set-up. 
They  perform  differently  from  any  other 
agency  of  Government.  That  is  the  rea¬ 
son  I  felt  that  I  should  take  this  brief 
opportunity  to  voice  the  serious  concern 
which  I  feel  in  reference  to  any  effort  to 
change  the  Army  engineers,  in  the  han¬ 
dling  of  their  civil  functions  as  given  to 
them  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROCKS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  As  the  gentleman 
may  know,  there  is  a  provision  in  the  bill, 
on  page  7,  which  would  require  that  in 
respect  to  four  named  agencies,  any  re¬ 
organization  proposal  must  come  up  in 
respect  to  them  apart  from  and  inde¬ 
pendent  of  any  other  proposal.  One  of 
those  so  referred  to  is  the  National  Mili¬ 
tary  Establishment. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  It  has  been  repre¬ 
sented  to  me  by  some  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  that  that 
definition  is  broad  enough  to  include  the 
civil  functions  of  the  Army~engineers. 
I  am  wondering  if  the  gpntleman  so  in¬ 
terprets  it,  or  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Vinson]  so  interprets  it. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  That  is  my  interpre¬ 
tation.  I  will  say  I  have  discussed  the 
bill  with  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Vinson]  and  with  other  Members, 
and  I  personally  feel  it  is  broad  enough 
to  cover  the  civil  functions  of  the  Army 
engineers.  But  I  cannot  fail  to  feel  some 
serious  concern  regarding  any  proposal 
that  would  seek  to  change  the  set-up  by 
which  the  Army  engineers  handle  the 
civil  functions  of  the  War  Department. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  further? 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  wonder,  for  future 
use  in  determining  the  legislative  intent, 
if  some  members  of  the  committee  on  the 
majority  side  would  say  whether  the  lan¬ 
guage  includes  the  Army  engineers. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  trust  the  Members, 
by  exercising  use  of  the  time  they  have 
in  the  course  of  debate,  will  express 
themselves.  I  am  sorry  that  time  does 
not  permit  at  this  time  for  them  to  ex¬ 
press  themselves.  I  want  to  continue  to 
say  that  I  have  seen  the  work  of  the 
Army  engineers  in  time  of  war  and  I 
think  they  must  continue  to  have  peace¬ 
time  work  to  train  them  for  emergencies. 
They  must  have  “civil  functions  work” 
in  time  of  peace,  in  order  that  they  be 
an  efficient,  hard-working  foree  in  our 
national  defense  organization  in  time  of 
war.  I  hope  that  no  plan  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion  coming  to  this  body  will  take  any 
present  powers  from  them. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Brooks] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  JENKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  who  has  just  spoken  has  raised 
a  very  important  question,  and  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  former  leader,  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck]  has  tried  to 
clarify  that.  I  think  this  is  the  right  time 
to  have  an  expression  from  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  because,  if  this 
does  not  include  the  civil  functions  of  the 


Army  engineers  I  am  sure  the  temper  of 
this  House  is  such  that  we  can  insert  lan¬ 
guage  that  will  do  that.  I  would  like  to 
hear  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Naval  Affairs  on  this 
proposition. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JENKINS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  suggest  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  in  the  interest  of  orderly  proce¬ 
dure  that  we  dispose  of  the  Hoffman 
amendment  and  then  later  deal  with,the 
question  that  has  been  raised  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana  as  well  as  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio.  We  are  beginning 
to  get  just  a  little  bit  confused.  The 
question  raised  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  is  whether  this 
legislation  should  be  permanent  or 
whether  it  should"  terminate  in  1953. 
When  we  come  to  the  section  dealing 
with  the  Military  Establishment  we  will 
have  a  clear  opportunity  to  debate  the 
question. 

Mr.  JENKINS.  I  may  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  that  I  agree  with 
him  that  that  will  be  the  logical  place  to 
discuss  this,  but,  inasmuch  as  it  has  been 
injected  into  the  debate,  I  think  it  should 
be  clarified  now.  What  I  want  is  that  the 
Army  engineers  be  not  disturbed  in  the 
work  they  do  for  civil  activities  of  the 
Government.  We  all  know  that  the  Army 
engineers  are  one  of  the  most  efficient 
agencies  of  the  Government,  and  I  am 
sure  that  Congress  will  not  do  this  group 
any  injustice.  I  hope  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  will  introduce  the  proper 
amendment  at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  lqst  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  relation  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  I  hope 
that  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  will 
vote  the  amendment  down.  There  are 
certain  compelling  reasons  which  prompt 
me  to  oppose  his  amendment.  Experi¬ 
ence  has  shown  as  a  result  of  the  passage 
of  certain  reorganization  bills  during  the 
past  16  yeabs  or  so  that  the  fears  we  have 
entertained  in  the  past  need  no  longer 
be  entertained  by  us.  Furthermore,  the 
reorganization  of  the  executive  branch 
is  a  continuing  affair.  I  have  no  fear 
about  a  future  President  of  the  United 
States.  I  have  no  fear  of  a  President 
after  1953;  if  it  is  not  President  Truman 
I  have  confidence  that  the  man  who  will 
be  in  the  White  House  will  perform  his 
duty  in  accordance  with  his  trust  and 
to  the  best  of  his  ability,  having  in  mind 
the  best  interests  of  our  country  and  our 
people.  I  might  disagree  with  him,  but* 
that  is  different  from  impugning  his 
motives. 

Mr.  PIOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  not  saying 
that  the  gentleman  does,  that  is  not 
raised  in  the  gentleman’s  amendment 
and  I  know  it  does  not  exist  in  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  mind,  but  I  am  expressing  my 
thoughts  as  to  why  I  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment.  In  no  way  do  I  want  my.remarks 
to  be  construed  by  anyone  as  a  thought 
on  my  part  that  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  entertains  any 
opposite  view  to  the  one  I  have  expressed 
in  relation  to  confidence  in  the  present 


or  any  future  President.  But  I  think  we 
have  had  the  experience  that  justifies  us 
now  in  making  permanent  legislation  out 
of  a  reorganization  bill. 

President  Truman,  in  his  message  to 
Congress,  specifically  on  two  occasions 
emphasized  that  he  hoped  the  Congress 
wSuld  pass  a  bill  of  a  permanent  nature; 
and  former  President  Hoover,  the  only 
living  ex-President  we  have  with  us  to¬ 
day — and  let  us  hope  that  he  will  be  with 
us  for  many,  many  years  to  come — also 
is  in  complete  agreement  with  President 
Truman.  Each  is  in  agreement  with  the 
other.  Here  we  have  one,  the  present 
President,  one  a  former  President,  one 
elected  as  a  Democrat,  the  other  elected 
as  a  Republican,  both  urging  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  to  make  this  type  of 
legislation  permanent.  I  appreciate  the 
fears  entertained  by  those  who  want  a 
limitation,  and  in  disagreement  I  want 
any  Member  to  know  that  I  thoroughly 
respect  his  views  and  his  right  to  enter¬ 
tain  the  views  he  has;  but  I  think  in  the 
light  of  the  evidence,  in  the  light  of  the 
situation  that  confronts  us  now,  and  with 
our  experience  that  we  can  take  this  step 
with  permanent  legislation  particularly 
when  two  such  eminent  Americans  as  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  a 
former  President  of  the  United  States, 
both  men  of  experience  as  Chief  Execu¬ 
tive  of  this  country,  are  agreed  on  it. 

One  is  the  leader,  from  a  party  stand¬ 
point,  of  the  Democratic  Party.  Notice 
I  did  not  say  as  President,  but  as  leader. 
As  President  he  is  President  of  all  the 
people.  He  is  a  leader  of  the  Democratic 
Party.  No  one  will  disagree  with  the 
statement  that  former  President  Hoover 
is  one  of  the  outstanding  leaders  of  our 
country  today  and  probably  the  recog¬ 
nized  leader  of  the  Republican  Party.  I 
think  we  can  accept  their  judgment  in 
the  light  of  their  past  experience  with 
confidence  and  vote  to  have  this  legisla¬ 
tion  permanent  in  nature. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  concur  in  the  estimate 
the  gentleman  has  made  of  the  two  indi¬ 
viduals  of  whom  he  has  been  speaking. 
If  when  the  act  expires  we  have  a  Presi¬ 
dent  in  whom  everybody  has  confidence 
there  will  of  course  be  no  difficulty  in 
extending  it.  But  if  the  day  comes  when 
we  have  a  President  in  whom  we*  do  not 
have  confidence,  we  cannot  easily  end 
the  power  granted.  He  would  veto  our 
action  and  it  would  require  a  two-thirds 
vote.  A  doctor  hopes  for  the  best  but 
prepares  for  the  worst.  If  we  should 
someday  get  a  man  as  President  that  we 
cannot  trust,  we  have  given  away  our 
chance  of  bringing  this  power  back  to 
the  legislative  body.  It  is  just  when  we 
might  want  to  take  it  back  that  we 
would  find  we  cannot. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  stated  that  I 
respect  the  views  of  those  who  disagree 
with  me;  however,  I  think  my  friend  is 
reacting  to  fear. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word.  , 
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Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NICHOLSON.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
the  pending  amendment  conclude  in  5 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

[Mr.  NICHOLSON  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Halleck:  Page 
7,  line  20,  after  the  word  “commission”  strike 
out  the  period  and  insert  the  following: 
“National  Mediation  Board,  National  Rail¬ 
road  Adjustment  Board,  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  Federal  Communications  Commission, 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board,  United  States  Tariff 
Commission,  National  Labor  Relations  Board, 
Federal  Trade  Commission,  and  Federal  De¬ 
posit  Insurance  Corporation.” 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
general  debate  I  spoke  on  this  matter  at 
some  length  and  I  do  not  know  as  it  Is 
necessary  to  repeat  too  much  of  that  now. 
I  recalled  then  and  I  think  probably  I 
should  recall  now,  because  some  of  you 
may  not  have  been  here,  that  as  these 
basic  reorganization  proposals  have  come 
up  here  from  time  to  time  there  has  been, 
experienced  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  a 
great  concern  about  the  possible  threat 
to  the  independence  of  action  of  the 
great  quasi  legislative  and  quasi  judi¬ 
cial  bodies  of  the  Government.  They 
are  the  creatures  o|  the  Congress.  They 
are  to  carry  out  the  will  of  the  Congress. 
They  should  not  be  subjected  to  political 
control  and  certainly  their  actions  and 
their  decisions  which  so  vitally  affect  the 
economy  of  the  country  should  not  be  in 
the  realm  of  political  action.  That  is 
why  many  of  us  through  the  years  have 
sought  to  protect  their  independence. 
That  generally  took  the  effect  of  specific 
,  exemptions  in  the  legislation  that  we 
passed.  Most  recently,  in  1945,  there 
were  a  number  of  specific  exemptions, 
and  there  was  also  language  in  that  act 
that  undertook  to  prohibit  the  limitation 
of  the  exercise  of  the  independence  of 
these  agencies  In  respect  to  their  quasi 
legislative  and  quasi  judicial  functions. 
Also  in  the  1945  act  was  a  new  device. 
It  was  a  device  that  did  not  provide  for 
exemption,  and  this  amendment  that  I 
have  provides  for  no  exemption,  but  that 
device  simply  said  that  in  respect  to 
these  great  agencies  any  reorganization 
proposal  affecting  them  shall  'come  up 
here  independent  of  any  other  reorgan¬ 
ization  proposal. 

That  is  just  simply  so  the  Congress 
could  act  on  that  proposal  without  any 
reference  to  any  other  proposal,  and 
make  its  determination.  I  say  it  does 
provide  some  fair  safeguard  for  the  con¬ 
tinuing  independence  of  those  agencies 
and  at  the  same  time  can  affect  in  no 


way  the  effective  operation  of  this  leg¬ 
islation. 

If  you  have  before  you  a  copy  of  the 
bill,  you  will  find  on  page  7,  in  subsection 
(b),  in  the  last  of  that  paragraph,  four 
different  agencies  are  so  treated.  They 
are  not  exempted,  but  it  just  simply  is 
provided  that  separate  plans  shall  come 
up  for  them.  They  are  the  National  Mil¬ 
itary  Establishment,  the  Board  of  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
and  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com¬ 
mission.  My  amendment  would  simply 
add  to  that  list  a  list  that  I  assume  is  in 
this  legislation  with  administration  ap¬ 
proval — in  fact,  I  know  it  is  in  there  that 
Way  because  it  has  been  so  stated  in  the 
papers. 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
is  included  in  the  list  of  four  presently 
in  the  bill.  The  Civil  Aeronautics  Ad¬ 
ministration  Is  the  same  kind  of  an 
agency.  It  regulates  the  air  carriers  just 
as  the  ICC  regulates  the  surface  carriers. 

As  I  said  earlier  in  the  debate,  I  want 
to  support  this  legislation.  I  am  sup¬ 
porting  it.  I  worked  on  the  committee 
in  support  of  it.  I  offered  this  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  committee.  If  any  of  you 
thinks  that  someone  in  some  agency  has 
pressured  me  into  offering  this  amend¬ 
ment,  may  I  disabuse  your  mind.  No 
one  has  spoken  to  me  about  it.  My  ac¬ 
tion  in  this  regard  comes  only  from  a 
deep  conviction  about  the  matter  and 
a  deep  sense  of  the  responsibility  that 
I  feel  I  owe  the  country  in  respect  to 
the  preservation  of  the  independence  of 
action  of  these  great  agencies. 

I  trust  that  this  amendment  can  be 
adopted.  As  I  say,  it  is  no  exemption, 
let  us  understand  that.  It  simply  pro¬ 
vides  that  in  respect  to  any  one  of  these 
agencies  the  matter  would  come  here 
free  and  clear  of  any  sort  of  an  entangle¬ 
ment,  before  the  Congress  could  act  on  it. 

I  recall  how  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  came  before  the  committee  to  get  in 
there  the  language  “National  Military 
Establishment.”  He  was  quite  vehement 
and  vigorous  in  his  contentions  before 
the  committee.  He  said,  “All  we  want  is 
our  day  in  court  in  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States.  All  we  want  is  the  right 
to  come  in  before  the  Congress  and  de¬ 
bate  whatever  plan  may  be  up  there 
affecting  the  Military  Establishment,  and 
not  have  it  involved  with  other  consid- 
erations  ** 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
gentleman  be  permitted  to  proceed  for 
one  additional  minute,  so  that  I  may  ask 
him  a  question. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  am  very 
much  interested  in  the  Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Corporation.  Does  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  include  that? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Yes,  it  does. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  think  that 
should  not  be  disturbed. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  That  was  given  the 
same  treatment  in  the  1945  act.  Also 


the  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  the  Me¬ 
diation  Board — I  have  that  language 
here  before  me,  but  they  were  given  the 
same  treatment. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  I  certainly 
do  not  want  this  agency  to  go  into  the 
Federal  Reserve. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  know  many  people 
have  had  concern  about  that. 

This  treatment  in  the  1945  act  was 
accorded  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission,  the  Federal  Deposit  Insur¬ 
ance  Corporation,  the  United  States 
Tariff  Commission,'  and  the  Veterans' 
Administration.  I  did  not  include  the 
Veterans’  Administration. 

I  might  also  add  that  there  was  specific 
exemption  in  the  1945  act  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Mediation  Board,  the  National 
Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  the  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Board,  and  the  civil 
junctions  of  the  Army  engineers. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  congratulate 
the  gentleman  on  leaving  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  out  of  the  provisions  of 
his  amendment  because  the  Commission 
is  making  a  special  report  to  the  Congress 
on  the  Veterans’  Administration  alone. 
The  Veterans’  Administration  will  be 
considered  by  the  President  and  by  the 
Congress  as  a  single  entity. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  another  illus¬ 
tration  by  the  offering  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  of  an  experience  in  connection 
with  this  legislation.  In  the  first  bill 
there  were  21  exemptions.  That  was 
due  to  fear.  In  a  later  bill  there  were 
12  or  14  exemptions  and  they  were  based 
on  fear.  Of  course,  it  was  honestly 
entertained  at  the  time.  But  as  time 
passed  on  and  we  gained  experience  we 
realized  that  in  many  cases  some  of  our 
fears  were  unjustified.  The  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
will  add  a  number  of  other  agencies  to 
the  formula  established  by  this  bill  in 
relation  to  the  four  agencies.  The  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  will  only  hinder 
reorganization  and  not  help  it. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Of  course,  this  is  not 
an  exemption  to  begin  with.  But  does 
the  gentleman  contend  that  the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  the  four  agencies  named  In  the 
bill  is  a  hindrance  to  reorganization? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  did  not  say  that 
those  were  exemptions.  I  said  they  were 
additions  to  the  formula  already  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  If  the  additions  will 
hinder  reorganization,  then  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  say  that  the  inclusion  of  the  four 
agencies  hindered  reorganization? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  They  hinder  it 
much  less  than  if  the  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  is  adopted.  We 
are  very  practical  men.  We  realize  there 
were  21  exemptions  in  the  first  bill  which 
were  placed  in  the  bill  because  of  practi¬ 
cal  considerations.  Then  as  we  gained, 
experience  because  of  practical  con- 
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siderations  there  were  12  or  14  exemp¬ 
tions.  Then  we  have  had  several  more 
years  of  practical  experience.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  of  that,  we  have  had  no  exemptions, 
but  specific  reorganizations  in  the  case 
of  four  of  our  agencies;  that  is,  three 
agencies  and  one  department.  Again 
that  is  the  result  of  practical  experience. 
Now,  what  does  former  President  Hoover 
say  in  his  testimony  on  this  particular 
subject? 

The  reasons  for  his  views  against  any 
exemptions  are: 

I  do  not  know  any  method  by  which  the 
Congress  can  make  a  differentiation  of  exec¬ 
utive  and  quasi  legislative  and  quasi  Judi¬ 
cial  functions  in  these  agencies.  It  might  be 
posisble  to  arrive  at  such  a  definition  with 
regard  to  them,  but  we  have  to  bear  in  mind 
that  there  are  such  functions — quasi-judi¬ 
cial  and  quasi-legislative — in  practically 
every  department  of  the  Government.  We 
immediately  get  into  difficulties  if  we  try 
to  make  definitions.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
would  seem  to  me  that  Congress  has  an 
ample  check  on  any  action  that  would  under¬ 
mine  those  judicial  and  legislative  functions 
when  the  President  makes  his  proposed  plans, 
and  I  should  not  imagine  he  is  going  to  pro¬ 
pose  to  do  otherwise  than  to  remove  purely 
executive  functions. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Speaking  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  hindrance,  the  gentleman  earlier 
referred  to  the  reorganization  proposal 
in  respect  to  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Ad¬ 
ministrator.  As  I  remember  it,  that  was 
carried  through  to  a  successful  conclu¬ 
sion,  and  it  came  up  here  as  an  order 
standing  by  itself,  and  affecting  nothing 
other  than  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Admin¬ 
istrator.  So  there  was  accomplishment 
under  this  very  formula  in  respect  to 
that  agency. - 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  And  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  remember  the  furor  that  was 
raised  at  the  time,  and  the  fears  that 
were  entertained  that  it  was  going  to  put 
the  agency  into  politics  and  that  deci¬ 
sions  would  be  made  along  political  lines, 
and  that  it  would  lose  its  independence, 
although  it  was  given  independence 
within  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
None  of  the  dire  predictions  has  resulted. 

Earlier  in  the  day  I  called  attention 
to  a  situation  where  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  establishment  of  independ¬ 
ent  agencies  has  outgrown  itself.  It  is 
not  a  question  of  one  or  two  agencies 
that  are  arms  of  the  Congress.  We  now 
have  many  of  them.  They  are  perform¬ 
ing  both  quasi-legislative,  quasi-judicial, 
and  executive  functions.  We  have  es¬ 
tablished  for  all  practical  purposes — 
and  this  has  no  application  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  National  Defense,  because 
that  is  a  department  in  itself — we  have 
established  in  these  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  for  all  practical  purposes,  a  fourth 
department  of  government,  and  it  is  not 
enumerated  in  the  Constitution. 

The  adoption  of  this  amendment  now, 
in  the  light  of  the  experience  we  have 
had,  in  my  opinion,  would  be  a  serious 
hindrance  to  real  reorganization,  and  I 
hope  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
McCormack!  has  expired. 


Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment,  and  all  amendments 
thereto,  be  limited  to  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  BREHM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  time  is  taken  to  state 
that  if  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dawson!,  speaking  preiyously,  intended 
to  say  that  I  had  some  distrust  of  the 
motives  of  either  former  President  Hoo¬ 
ver  or  the  present  occupant  of  the  White 
House,  he  was  completely  mistaken.  I 
am  not  distrusting  anybody,  and  I  want 
that  made  perfectly  clear. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
to  know  I  have  the  highest  opinion  of 
him  and  that  no  word  of  mine  was  in¬ 
tended  to  impute  to  the  gentleman  any¬ 
thing  but  the  highest  motives.  My 
words  were  not  calculated  to  state  a  feel¬ 
ing  as  stated  by  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
very  kind,  and  I  thank  the  gentleman 
very,  very  much. 

This  amendment  is  not  a  move  to  ex¬ 
empt  these  agencies,  neither  the  four 
nor  the  additional  ones  proposed  by  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck]  . 

If  you  will  read  the  section,  you  will 
notice  that  all  that  section  requires  is 
that  these  plans,  as  to  this,  that  or  the 
other  department,  come  up  one  at  a  time;  % 
just  one  at  a  time,  so  that  the  Congress 
may  have  an  opportunity  to  act  intelli¬ 
gently  on  the  plan. 

You  will  all  recall  that  some  time  ago 
the  President  sent  up  three  or  more 
reorganization  plans.  One  of  those 
plans  included  three  separate  and  dis¬ 
tinct  proposals,  and  it  was  rejected.  It 
was  rejected  because  of  the  inclusion, 
with  two  good  ones,  of  one  that  the  Con¬ 
gress,  both  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
considered  inadvisable.  That  is  why  I 
think  the  committee  accepted  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson],  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  Military  Establishment.  And 
then  the  others  were  added. 

Now,  the  present  amendment  proposed 
by  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Halleck],  merely  asks  that  these  other 
departments  be  considered  in  the  same 
way.  If  the  President  wants  to  send  up 
a  plan,  he  should  send  it  up  in  one  pack¬ 
age — not  two,  but  one — so  that  the 
Congress  will  have  an  opportunity,  both 
Houses,  to  act.  We  can  get  along  with 
this  thing  very  quickly. 

When  he  was  on  the  floor  before  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  asked  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  to  yield.  The  gen¬ 


tleman  from  Illinois  yielded.  Then  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  said : 

I  am  wondering  if  the  gentleman  would 
agree  with  me  that  with  the  basic  work  that 
has  been  done  by  the  so-called  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  with  the  enactment  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  and  with  the  fact  that  the  Congress  Is 
now  Democratic  as  is  the  Chief  Executive, 
this  job  ought  to  be  accomplished  in  the  next 
2  years. 

The  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Daw¬ 
son]  replied: 

I  think  we  ought  to  get  a  reorganization 
plan  submitted  to  this  Congress  within  the 
next  few  months. 

There  you  are.  In  the  revision  made 
by  the  gentleman  I  notice  the  gentleman 
said  “Within  a  very  short  time.” 

So  if  these  plans  will  come  up  one  at  a 
time,  one  agency  at  a  time  reorganized, 
the  Congress  can  very  easily  pass  upon 
that  one  simple  question;  so  I  think  we 
should  have  this  amendment. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  As  I  understand  it, 
these  agencies  named  in  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Halleck]  are  agencies  that  have  been 
created  by  this  Congress  and  that  in  the 
discharge  of  their  duties  they  are  inde¬ 
pendent  of  the  control  of  the  Chief  Ex¬ 
ecutive,  just  like  a  court  would  be  to  act 
upo-n  a  lawsuit  brought  before  it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  But  if  they  are  in¬ 
cluded  within  this  reorganization  plan 
then  the  President  could  reduce  them  to 
mere  automatons  or  people  who  could 
be  pushed  about  and  whose  decisions 
might  be  controlled  by  the  Executive. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Not  only 
that  but  I  venture  to  bring  it  up  here,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Vin¬ 
son]  insisted  with  reference  to  the 
armed  services — and  I  remember  he  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  committee  and  there 
were  45  votes  he  told  us  on  his  commit¬ 
tee.  I  do  not  think  that  was  with  any 
intimation  that  we  ought  to  watch  out 
for  those  45  votes,  but  anyway  he  told  us 
of  those  votes. 

There  is  no  reason  at  all  why  these 
other  agencies  should  not  come  up  in  the 
same  way.  They  are  entitled  to  just  as 
much  consideration,  I  say,  as  the  one  that 
comes  before  the  committee  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson],  I 
notice  he  has  nodded  his  head.  I  wish  he 
would  get  up  and  make  a  talk. 

Mr,  VINSON.  I  will  in  a  minute. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Make  a 
talk  now  before  my  time  runs  out. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BREHM.  Mr.  Chairman,  wijl  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  brief  statement? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BREHM.  Would  not  this  amend¬ 
ment,  if  adopted,  prevent  these  railroad 
agencies  from  being  absorbed,  or  taken 
up  by  some  other  agency  or  department, 
without  having  their  day  in  court,  with¬ 
out  giving  them  a  right  to  be  heard?  I 
am  particularly  interested  in  the  Rail- 
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road  ^Retirement  Board,  the  Railway 
Mediation  Board,  and  the  National  Rail¬ 
way  Adjustment  Board.  I  would  like 
to  see  them  if  possible  have  their  day 
in  court  before  they  are  absorbed  into 
som§  other  agency.  These  organiza¬ 
tions  are  self-supporting  and  do  not  cost 
the  taxpayers  one  cent  for  administra¬ 
tion  or  any  other  purpose. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  The  answer  to  the 
gentleman’s  question  is  “No”;  they  would 
have  their  day  in  court  under  the  bill  as 
written. 

Mr.  BREHM.  They  would? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  They  would. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  back  the  bal¬ 
ance  of  my  time  and  ask  for  a  vote. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck]. 

Thb  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Halleck)  there 
were — ayes  86,  noes  151. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bailey:  On 
page  7,  line  20,  after  the  words  “Securities 
"and  Exchange  Commission”,  strike  out  the 
period,  insert  a  comma  and  add  “Railroad 
Retirement  Board,  National  Mediation 
Board,  and  National  Railroad  Retirement  Ad¬ 
justment  Board.” 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  ,The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  these 
agencies  were  included  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  has  just  been  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  may  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  this  is  a  different 
amendment  in  that  in  the  previous 
amendment  there  were  additional  agen¬ 
cies  included.  The  point  of  order  is 
overruled. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  despite 
the  action  taken  on  the  previous  amend¬ 
ment  I  want  to  press  for  the  adoption  of 
the  present  one.  I  predicate  my  posi¬ 
tion  on  the  assumption  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  which  studied  this  legislation  and 
reported  it  to  the  House  must  have  had 
some  sound,  basic  reasons  for  extending 
preferential  consideration  to  the  Na¬ 
tional  Military  Establishment,  the  Board 
of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Sys¬ 
tem,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis¬ 
sion,  and  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission.  I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  ^ire  sound  basic  reasons  why  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board,  the  National 
Mediation  Board,  and  the  National  Rail¬ 
road  Adjustment  Board  should  be  ex¬ 
tended  this  same  preferential  treatment. 

May  I  call  the  attention  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House,  to  the  fact  that  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Board  is  not  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  functioning  body.  There  are 
no  governmental  tax  moneys  involved. 
This  is  a  Board  created  and  financed  by 
assessments  against  the  wages  of  the  in¬ 
dividual  workers  in  the  railroad  industry 
and  the  railroad  companies.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  only  functions  in  the  status  of  a 
trustee.  I  never  heard  tell  of  a  trustee¬ 
ship  being  dissolved  except  by  some  order 
of  the  court.  I  thought  a  trusteeship 
once  set  up  was  sacred.  Yet  we  are  pro¬ 
posing  to  bring  this  in  under  one  of  the 


other  departments  of  our  Government 
which  may  drag  these  agencies  into  poli¬ 
tics.  If  there  is  one  thing  you  can  say 
about  its  administration  and  its  func¬ 
tioning  in  the  past  it  has  been  free  of 
politics.  What  is  said  about  the  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Act  can  also  be  said 
about  the  Railroad  Mediation  Board.  I 
submit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  there  has 
been  less  trouble  between  labor  and  man¬ 
agement  in  the  functioning  of  that  Board 
then  in  all  the  other  labor  legislation. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  I  entirely  agree  with 
my  distinguished  friend.  A  large  num¬ 
ber  of  railroad  employees  from  my  home 
town  of  Knoxville  brought  that  very 
question  up  to  me  as  I  came  in  this 
Chamber  this  morning.  It  would  be  a 
blunder,  and  I  think  a  grievous  blunder, 
to  interfere  in  any  manner  with  the  in¬ 
dependent,  impartial  status  of  those 
agencies. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BREHM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BREHM.  I  also  agree  with  the 
gentleman.  A  bit  ago  I  asked  the  ques¬ 
tion  if  they  would  have  their  day'  in 
court,  and  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  assured  me  that  they  would  have. 
Now,  would  it  not  be  possible,  if  this 
legislation  becomes  a  law,  to  group  these 
railway  agencies  in  with  other  legislation 
which  might  have  some  good  features  in 
it,  and  then  have  the  railway  organiza¬ 
tions  become  lost  in  the  shuffle  and  be¬ 
come  part  of  the  Labor.  Department? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  BREHM.  Which  we  do  not  want. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  gentleman  is  right. 

Mr.  BREHM.  I  will  support  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  In  addition,  let  me  say 
that  I  assume  the  object  of  this  reor¬ 
ganization  bill  is  one  of  economy.  I 
remember  that  there  was  a  tremendous 
amount  of  savings  stressed  when  the 
committee  proposing  this  legislation  re¬ 
ported  it.  The  assumption  is  that  you 
will  be  able  to  let  out  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  Federal  workers.  I  want  to  say 
to  you  that  there  are  probably  less  than 
150  or  200  employees  involved  in  all  three 
or  four  of  these  railroad  boards  that  I  am 
asking  for  this  preferential  treatment. 
You  will  not  effect  any  savings  to  speak 
of,  because  there  are  only  a  few  em¬ 
ployees  attached  to  each  one  of  the 
functions.  I  would  also  like  to  ask  the 
consideration  of  the  House  that  we  keep, 
so  far  as  possible,  just  as  many  of  our 
governmental  functions  out  of  politics 
as  possible.  I  believe  it  can  be  said  of 
these  railroad  functions  that  they  are 
not  now  and  have  not  been  matters  of 
party  politics,  and  I  strenuously  object 
to  their  inclusion  in  one  of  the  ordinary 
functions. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  he  realizes  that  the  Rail¬ 
road  Retirement  Act  sets  up  the  Railroad 


Retirement  Board  and  that  the  function 
thereof  is  basic  legislation;  that  no 
change  could  be  made  in  the  death  bene¬ 
fits  or  the  pensions  or  any  other  functions 
of  that  act.  It  would  require  enabling 
legislation  to  be  sent  to  the  Congress,  and 
if  any  administrative  economy  could  be 
performed  within  the  Board  itself,  the 
gentleman  certainly  would  not  object  to 
the  President,  who  is  deeply  concerned 
with  the  rights  of  labor,  presenting  a 
plan  for  the  Congress  to  decide  upon  that 
would  recommend  certain  economic  or 
efficiency  measures  within  it  without 
changing  any  of  the  basic  provisions. 

Mr.  BREHM.  How  about  the  Social 
Security  Administration? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  will  answer  the  gen¬ 
tleman  by  saying  that  regardless  of 
what  action  we  may  take,  it  is  still  a 
trust  fund  and  I  do  not  think  that  Con¬ 
gress  should  have  any  business  dealing 
with  it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  revise  and  extend  any  remarks 
that  I  make  on  the  floor  today. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objecttion 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BREHM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  For  a 
question. 

Mr.  BREHM.  I  just  want  to  say  that 
in  my  opinion  it  would  be  a  shame  to  put 
any  of  the  railroad  boards  under  the 
Social  Security'  Administration,  which 
could  happen  if  this  legislation  passes 
as  it  is  now  written. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  It  would 
be  worse  if  you  put  it  under  the  Labor 
Board. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  won¬ 
dering  what  position  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack],  and 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Daw¬ 
son],  are  going  to  take  on  this  amend¬ 
ment.  As  I  said  a  moment  ago,  I  do  not 
distrust  or  challenge  the  motives  of  the 
President  or  of  any  former  President 
nor,  I  may  add,  of  any  Member  of  the 
House  or  the  other  body,  but  I  try  to  be  a 
realist.  But  it  is  strange  indeed  that  all 
the  trust  must  be  on  one  side.  If  we 
should  not  and  if  we  do  not  mistrust  the 
present  President,  why  should  not  the 
President  trust  the  present  Congress,  or 
at  least  trust  a  majority  of  the  435  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  body,  a  majority  of  the  96 
members  of  the  other  body? 

Why  not  mutual  trust?  Why  not  re¬ 
quire  the  action  of  the  other  body  and 
the  House,  or  of  at  least  one  body  en¬ 
trusted  with  the  legislative  power  to 
act,  as  the  Constitution  contemplated, 
affirmatively  upon  any  matter  presented 
to  it  before  that  matter  became  the  law 
of  the  land?  I  am  wondering  now,  when 
from  the  press,  at  least,  yes,  when  from 
a  committee  of  the  other  body,  the  Labor 
Committee,  come  reports  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  came  up  and  asked  for  the 
repeal  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act,  and  if 
I  understood  correctly,  the  re-enactment 
of  the  Wagner  Act.  He  asked  for  the 
transfer  of  the  Mediation  Service  over  to 
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the  Department  of  Labor.  He  is  going 
to  make  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board,  if  he  gets  the  legislation  he  wants, 
a  part  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

We  notice  in  the  press  that  organized 
labor  is  saying  to  the  President,  “We 
elected  you,”  and  let  me  add  that  they 
are  saying  that  to  the  Members  of  the 
House  and  I  assume  to  the  Members  of 
the  other  body.  “We  elected  you;  now, 
come  on.  Give  us  what  we  say  you 
promised  during  the  campaign.” 

The  CIO  is  only  one  segment  of  labor. 
The  railroad  men  are  laborers  and 
workers,  too.  They  are  saying,  “If  this 
railroad  legislation  and  the  railroad 
organizations  are  going  to  be  at  the 
mercy  of  the  President,  if  he  wants  to 
send  down  a  plan  sticking  them  over  in 
the  Department  of  Labor,  reject  it.  We 
do  not  want  that.”  Do  you  gentlemen 
in  the  majority  want  these  independent 
agencies  or  their  functions,  their  duties, 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor, 
which  is  under  the  control  of  or  is  favor¬ 
able — and  rightly  so — to  organized  labor? 
But  to  all  of  it — not  just  to  the  CIO  as 
it  seems  to  assume. 

Of  course  the  Labor  Department 
speaks  for  organized  labor,  but  unfor¬ 
tunately  at  the  moment  it  is  speaking 
for  one  segment  of  organized  labor. 
The  CIO  assumes  that  it  elected  the 
President  and  a  majority  of  the  Members 
of  Congress,  so  they  are  demanding  now, 
not  only  asking,  they  are  demanding  now 
that  the  Congress  come  across  and  pay 
for  that  election  by  legislation  favorable 
to  it.  Put  some  of  these  agencies  like 
the  Railway  Retirement  Board  in  Social 
Security  or  the  Labor  Department  and 
soon  you  may  find  CIO  again  raiding  the 
A.  P.  of  L.  and  perhaps  the  railway 
unions. 

I  agree  with  the  gentleman  who  just 
left  the  well  of  the  House  that  labor 
legislation  which  applies  to  the  railroad 
workers  has  worked  exceptionally  well 
over  the  years.  No  one  has  found  any 
particular  fault  with  it.  So  if  it  is  to  be 
tampered  with,  let  us^say,  if  it  is  to  be 
improved,  let  it  come  up  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  then  proposed,  in  one  package,  so 
that  the  Congress,  this  House  and  the 
other  body,  may  have  the  opportunity  of 
saying  whether  we  want  that  labor 
organization  to  be  transferred  over  to 
and  put  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Labor  Department  or  the  Social  Security 
Agency. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  just  some  of  the 
procedure  that  the  Congresses  have 
faced  in  past  years  and  have  yielded  to, 
and  by  virtue  of  having  yielded,  have 
passed  bills  that  did  not  enable  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  do  the  job  they  were  hoping  he 
would  do. 

You  saw  these  organizations  or  these 
branches  or  agencies  named  here  in¬ 
cluded  in  an  amendment  a  few  moments 
ago.  You  saw  them  voted  down.  Then 
you  saw  them  come  to  us  once  again 
standing  by  themselves,  on  the  theory 
that  we  are  going  to  do  something  to 
them,  that  this  bill  does  something  to 
them. 

This  bill  is  not  going  to  put  any  agency 
anywhere.  This  bill  is  not  going  to  in¬ 
terfere  with  any  agency,  to  take  anything 


from  them  or  give  them  anything.  This 
bill  is  plainly  enabling  legislation  in 
order  to  give  the  power  to  the  President 
to  do  a  job  of  reorganization  that  must 
be  done. 

All  these  agencies  that  come  and  ask 
us  now  to  make  special  provision  for 
them  are  but  the  creatures  of  ourselves, 
the  creatures  of  the  Congress.  Any  plan 
the  President  submits  or  draws  up  or 
presents  must  come  back  to  the  Congress 
once  again. 

The  legislation  provides  that  the  plan 
must  be  sent  to  the  Congress.  After  the 
plan  comes  to  the  Congress,  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  will  refer  it  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  committee.  There  the  dbmmit- 
tee  is  given  a  certain  length  of  time  to 
take  action  on  it.  Then  a_friend  of  any 
agency  that  is  affected  by  that  plan — 
not*by  this  legislation  but  by  that  plan 
which  the  President  submits — may  file  a 
resolution  to  reject  it.  That  goes  to  the 
committee.  If  they  do  not  act  on  it, 
then  any  member  who  is  in  favor  of  that 
resolution  can  move  to  discharge  the 
committee  and  bring  it  to  the  floor  of  the 
Congress.  Therefore,  this  bill  makes 
adequate  provision  to  protect  every 
agency.  The  President  cannot  do  any¬ 
thing  to  any  agency  unless  it  comes  back 
to  the  Congress.  What  are  we  going  to 
do  here  today?  Are  we  going  to  pass  a 
bill  which  is  going  to  do  the  job  which 
should  be  done?  If  any  of  these  agencies 
are  examined  and  if  any  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  powers  can  be  changed  to  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  taxpayers,  should  not  that  be 
done?  In  1  minute  we  hear  talk  about 
the  size  of  the  Government  and  how  the 
agencies  are  eating  up  the  taxpayers 
money.  I  have  heard  Members  stand¬ 
ing  here  telling  us  about  some  of  these 
same  agencies  which  now  do  not  want  to 
be  includecKn  this  bill.  They  tell  us  that 
they  have  grown  so  big  that  no  Con¬ 
gressman  can  talk  to  them  any  mox-e. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Under  the  decision  re¬ 
cently  rendered  by  the  Chair,  if  this 
amendment  carries,  then  it  will  follow 
that  each  item  which  was  defeated  in 
the  so-called  Halleck  amendment  can 
come  up  one  by  one  and  other  items  can 
come  up  one  by  one.  Thus  you  will  be 
here  all  afternoon  voting  on  separate 
agencies  when  they  have  all  been  beaten 
collectively  in  the  so-called  Halleck 
amendment. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  his  contribu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  further,  we 
have  had  our  public  hearings.  Every 
agency  had  an  opportunity  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  us.  If  there  were  any  reasons  then 
to  do  the  thing  which  they  seek  to  have 
you  do  now,  your  committee  would  have 
acted  thereon.  Therefore,  I  am  saying 
that  this  is  but  an  instance  of  how  former 
Congresses  have  failed  to  do  the  thing 
we  are  now  trying  to  do.  We  have  en¬ 
deavored  to  bring  to  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  a  bill  that  will  work.  We  have 
tried  to  bring  to  this  committee  a  bill 
under  which  the  President  can  reorganize 
the  executive  departments  and  do  all  the 
things  that  we  have  been  talking  about. 
The  terms  of  the  legislation  are  clear. 
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There  are  no  exemptions  in  it,  and^here 
should  be  no  exemptions  in  it. 

The  President  is  not  going  to  interfere 
with  any  agency  that  is  functioning  in 
the  best  interests  of  the  people.  If  the 
President  did  interfere,  do  you  not  know 
that  officials  of  that  agency  would  im¬ 
mediately  alert  the  very  Members  who 
are  standing  here  now? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Was  not  the 
unanimous  consent  request  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  LMr.  Dawson]  lim¬ 
iting  debate  granted  by  the  Committee? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
referring  to  a  request  made  concerning 
the  previous  amendment  and  which  does 
not  apply  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  purpose  is  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  a  question.  The 
gentleman  has  made  very  much  of  a 
point  of  the  fact  that  exemption  of  this 
railroad  retirement  group  would  prevent 
a  great  deal  of  money  being  saved  to  the 
taxpayers.  I  would  like  to  have  you  show 
me  how  in  any  way,  if  you  cut  down  the 
amount  of  money  that  is  spent  by  that 
organization,  cut  it  in  half,  how  you 
would  in  any  way  help  the  taxpayers, 
bearing  in  mind  thaT>  the  money  that  is 
paid  to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board, 
6  percent  comes  out  of  the  employee  and 
6  percent  from  the~employer.  How  would 
you  save  the  taxpayers  any  money?  This 
is  truly  an  independent  function. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Are  there  any  ad¬ 
ministrative  workers  there  at  all?  Do 
they  exercise  any  functions  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  department  at  all? 

Mr.  WITHROW.  They  are  all  paid  out 
of  the  money  that  comes  into  the  fund 
by  reason  of  the  6  percent  that  is  taken 
from  the  employee’s  wages,  and  the  6 
percent  that  is  paid  to  the  Railroad  Re¬ 
tirement  Board  by  the  railroad  compa¬ 
nies. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  This  bill  does  nothing 
to  destroy  any  function  set  up  by  law, 
nor  can  any  reorganization  plan  of  the 
President  do  that;  but  if  there  are  any 
executive  functions,  either  in  itself  or 
related  to  other  agencies,  then  the  Pres¬ 
ident  can  combine  them,  in  order  to  have 
them  work  more  efficiently,  or  for  the 
sake  of  economy,  and  then  it  wrfl  be 
brought  down  in  a  plan,  and  if  it  is  not 
a  good  plan,  you  and  the  others  in  this 
Congress,  including  myself,  will  reject 
that  plan. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  The  gentleman  has 
not  answered  my  question.  My  question 
is:  How  will  the  taxpayers  be  saved  any 
money,  if  you  cut  the  railroad  retirement 
administration  50  percent? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  If  you  cut  it  in  two, 
you  would  be  bound  to  save  some  money. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  Where  would  that 
money  go?  It  would  go  back  into  the 
fund,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WITHROW.  And  how  would  it 
save  the  taxpayers  any  money? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  If  in  its  administra¬ 
tive  function  any  of  the  personnel  can 
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be  cut  down,  which  are  paid  for  by  the 
Government,  then  that  will  be  a  saving 
to  the  taxpayers.  Your  question  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  Government.  You 
seek  to  intimate  that  this  legislation  can 
affect  basic  legislation  where  we  set  up 
an  agency.  That  cannot  be  done  under 
this  bill  and  that  cannot  be  done  under 
any  reorganization  plan  proposed  by  the 
President.  ^ 

Mr.  WITHROW.  You  are  attempting 
to  place  me  in  a  position  that  I  will  not 
be  placed  in. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  And  you  are  attempt¬ 
ing  to  put  words  into  my  mouth. 

Mr.  WITJJROW.  No;  just  a  moment. 
I  am  in  favor  of  this  legislation.  I  have 
confidence  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  will  do  a  good  job,  but  I 
do  object  to  your  saying  that  it  is  going 
to  save  the  taxpayers  any  money  when 
the  taxpayers  do  not  have  anything  to 
do  with  this  Board. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  There  are  some  of  its 
functions  that  are  executive.  Then  those 
employees  must  be  paid  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  With¬ 
row]  has  expired. 

Mr.  BREHM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Bonner] 
made  the  very  point  which  has  disturbed 
me  so  mufch.  The  gentleman  said  that  if 
we  now  pass  this  amendment  relating  to 
the  railroad  boards,  then  each  of  the 
others  previously  voted  down  in  the  Hal- 
leck  amendment  will  come  up  in  turn, 
and  you  will  be  voting  on  all  of  them  all 
over  again.  That  is  exactly  what  can 
happen  to  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Board,  the  Mediation  Service,  and  the 
Adjustment  Board.  They  can  be  lost  in 
the  shuffle.  They  can  be  pushed  into  an¬ 
other  agency,  say,  like  Social  Security, 
and  be  brought  up  here  and  thereby  lose 
their  identity.  What  is  wrong  in  per¬ 
mitting  those  agencies  to  be  brought  up 
here  separately  and  acted  upon?  You 
bring  them  up  in  one  large  package  and 
there  may  be  incorporated  in  that  partic¬ 
ular  package  something  which  may  be 
good;  and  you  will  destroy  them.  That 
is  exactly  what  I  am  fearful  of.  You 
will  vote  for  the  good  in  the  package  and 
take  the  evil  along  with  it. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  That  very  thing  would 
prevent  the  President  from  ever  putting 
a  bad  plan  in  with  a  good  plan. 

Mr.  BREHM.  Oh,  he  is  still  a  human 
being  and  subject  to  the  frailties  of  hu¬ 
man  nature.  A  person  can  be  sincere 
and  still  make  mistakes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BREHM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Just  a 
moment  ago  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Bonner]  made  a  statement 
that  we  wanted  to  vote  on  this  bill  to¬ 
night  and  therefore  we  should  not  fool 
around  with  quite  so  much  debate,  or 
words  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Yes;  I 
yield. 

Mr.  BONNER.  The  gentleman  is  not 
correct.  Now,  let  us  get  it  straight.  The 


question  that  is  now  being  debated  has 
been  debated  and  has  been  voted  on. 
By  a  ruling  of  the  Chair,  the  question 
has  arisen  again  individually,  or  in  this 
case  with  two  or  three  other  organiza¬ 
tions  thrown  in. 

Mr.  BREHM.  It  is  not  going  to  cost 
anyone  a  penny  nor  is  it  going  to  save  a 
penny  for  anyone  if  this  amendment  pre¬ 
vails.  However,  it  may  save  a  most  es¬ 
sential  service  to  the  railway  brother¬ 
hoods  for  which  they  and  their  em¬ 
ployees  have^been  paying  for  the  past 
10  years. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Yes;  all 
right;  and  under - 

Mr.  DAWSON.  So  it  is  just  a  repeti¬ 
tion  of  the  debate  and  a  repetition  of  the 
decision  which  the  committee  has  already 
made. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  ad¬ 
mire  the  gentleman  very  much.  I  am 
sorry  I  cannot  agree  with  him  in  this  in¬ 
stance.  We  should  have  some  opportu¬ 
nity  to  debate  the  bill.  If  you  expect  to 
finish  this  bill  tonight,  do  not  force  us 
too  much. 

Neither  in  the  committee  nor  in  the 
House  has  anyone  on  the  minority  side 
raised  the  slightest  objection  or  done 
anything  to  delay  matters,  but  we  do 
want  to  discuss  some  of  these  items; 
and,  if  you  go  to  strict  parliamentary 
procedure  and  gag  us,  you  cannot  possi¬ 
bly  vote  on  this  bill  tonight  if  somebody 
wants  to  object;  not  tonight.  All  we 
want  is  a  little  consideration. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia. 

The  question  was  taken ;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Bailey)  there 
were — ayes  122,  noes  99. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rogers  of 
Florida:  Page  7,  line  20,  after  the  period 
insert  the  following:  “No  reorganization  plan 
containing  any  provision  affecting  any  civil 
function  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the 
United  States  Army  or  of  its  head,  or  affect¬ 
ing  such  Corps  or  its  head  with  respect  to 
such  civil  functions  shall  take  effect  until 
the  two  Houses  of  Congress  pass  a  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  which  states  in  substance 
that  the  Congress  favors  such  new  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan.” 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  not  an  enemy  to  this  legisla¬ 
tion;  this  is  a  friendly  amendment  and 
I  am  supporting  this  bill  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  Congress  should  approve  of 
anything  that  would  bring  economy  in 
our  Government,  less  spending,  and  more 
efficient  Government,  and  the  doing 
away  with  duplication  and  overlapping. 

I  am  sure  none  of  us  has  had  any  criti¬ 
cism  of  the  Corps  of  United  States  Army 
Engineers.  They  are  doing  a  wonder¬ 
ful  job.  They  have  been  in  existence  for 
174  years  and  I  do  not  know  of  any  or¬ 
ganization  plan  that  could  better  the 
operations  of  this  particular  branch  of 
our  Government. 

I  am  not  asking  by  my  amendment 
that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  be  exempted 
from  any  reorganization  plan.  In  the 
act  that  we  passed  in  1945  that  organiza¬ 
tion  was  exempted  and  I  have  used  the 


same  language  in  this  amendment  as  was 
used  in  section  5,  subsection  (e) ,  of  the 
reorganization  bill  passed  in  1945. 

We  are  all  satisfied  with  what  the 
Army  engineers  are  doing.  They  work 
in  peacetime  taking  care  of  your  floods, 
taking  care  of  your  rivers  and  harbors 
and  taking  care  of  a  lot  of  our  problems 
that  are  particularly  interesting  to  our 
local  governments. 

I  do  not  see  how  anyone  can  have  any 
possible  objection  to  my  amendment. 
My  amendment  says  that  before  any  re¬ 
organization  plan  in  reference  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  shall  go  into  effect 
the  Congress  must  approve  by  concurrent 
resolution.  In  other  words,  it  is  affirma¬ 
tive  action  instead  of  negative  action. 
If  we  take  it  as  it  is  and  they  are  in¬ 
volved  in  some  reorganization  plan,  then 
we  have  to  act  within  a  period  of  60  days, 
else  the  plan  becomes  effective. 

The  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  is  pri¬ 
marily  for  the  people.  This  is  something 
you  ought  to  be  interested  in.  I  do  not 
want  any  plan  to  go  into  effect,  whether 
proposed  by  the  President  or  anybody 
else,  until  the  Congress  has  had  an 
opportunity  to  scrutinize  the  program 
and  the  purposes  therein.  When  the 
Congress  has  it  up  for  consideration,  the 
Congress  couldf^ay:  “Mr.  President,  you 
have  done  a  good  job  and  we  approve  it. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  ought  to  be 
changed.”  When  that  happens  and  the 
Congress  agrees,  good  and  well.  The  or¬ 
ganization  itself  is  not  exempted. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  If  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  are  not  taken  out  of  the  bill  where 
do  they  go  and  how  do  they  function? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  cannot 
answer  that  question  because  I  do  not 
know  where  they  are  going.  But  if  we 
adopt  this  amendment,  before  anything 
is  done,  before  any  plan  becomes  oper¬ 
ative  and  effective,  this  Congress  by 
affirmative  vote  must  say  it  is  a  good  plan 
and  we  must  affirmatively  adopt  it  by  a 
concurrent  resolution  of  the  Congress. 
It  takes  action  on  the  part  of  both 
Houses.  If  we  get  some  plan  that  is  not 
good  we  can  reject  it.  This  is  simply  a 
question  of  whether  we  are  going  for¬ 
ward  or  backward. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  agree  with  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  California.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  said  that  he  could  not  answer  the 
gentleman’s  question  in  regard  to  where 
the  civil  functions  of  the  Army  engi¬ 
neers  would  go.  I  think  I  have  the 
answer.  Those  functiori§  could  be  taken 
over  by  the  United  States  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  insofar  as  reclamation 
projects  are  concerned,  or  flood  control, 
in  areas  where  reclamation,  power,  and 
flood  control  go  together,  and  they  cer¬ 
tainly  should  be  combined. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Nothing 
could  be  done  so  far  as  the  Army  engi¬ 
neers  are  concerned,  and  no  plan  could 
become  effective,  until  the  House  and 
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Senate  by  affirmative  action  stated  it 
could  be.  I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  has  expired. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  respectfully  request 
the  attention  of  the  committee  while  I 
try  to  explain  what  is  meant  by  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida,  and  what  is  proposed  in 
subsection  (b).  The  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Jenkins],  asked 
if  by  using  the  words  “National  Military 
Establishment”  it  included  the  civil 
functions.  I  respectfully  call  his  atten¬ 
tion  and  the  attention  of  the  committee 
to  the  Securities  Act  of  July  26,  1947, 
which  specifically  sets  out  what  consti- 
tues  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment.  It  states: 

The  National  Military  Establishment  shall 
consist  of  the  Department  of  the  Army,  the 
Department  of  the  Navy,  and  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force,  together  with  all  other 
agencies  created  under  title  I  of  this  act. 

So  there  can  be  no  doubt,  wherever 
used  in  the  law,  the  words  “National 
Military  Establishment”  do  include  all 
component  parts  of  the  Army,  the  Navy, 
and  the  Air  Force. 

Mr.  JENKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  JENKINS.  Then  there  can  be 
no  doubt  in  the  gentleman’s  mind  that 
the  civil  functions  of  the  Army  engineers 
is  a  secondary  matter  with  them,  and 
that  their  connection  with  the  Army 
itself  brings  them  within  this  bill. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Absolutely;  there  is  no 
doubt  about  it.  This  amendment  was 
prepared  by  the  Drafting  Service  not 
only  of  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
but  by  the  Drafting  Service  of  the  House, 
so  the  House  can  fully  understand  that 
wherever  used  in  here,  “National  Mili¬ 
tary  Establishment”  means  the  civil 
functions  of  the  Army  engineers. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  thoroughly  con¬ 
cur  in  the  statement  made  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Georgia,  and 
I  want  the  Record  to  show  that  in  put¬ 
ting  the  National  Military  Establishment 
in  here,  that  the  committee  intended 
that  that  included  the  United  States 
engineers  within  this  formula. 

Mr.  VINSON.  If  there  is  any  doubt 
in  any  man’s  mind,  and  to  make  it  doubly 
sure,  after  the  words  “National  Military 
Establishment,”  someone  could  offer  an 
amendment  to  put  it  in  brackets  “includ¬ 
ing  the  civil  functions  of  the  Department 
of  the  Army.”  But  there  is  absolutely 
no  need  to  do  so  because  the  words 
“National  Military  Establishment”  mean 
all  components  of  these  services. 

Mr.  JENKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  is  it  not  true 
that  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  was  at  one  time  a  member 
of  the  committee  from  which  this  bill 
originates,  and  is  now? 


Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  a  member 
now. 

Mr.  VINSON.  To  set  the  Record 
straight,  I  will  ask  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Departments  if  he  does  not  interpret 
the  words  “National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment”  to  include  the  civil  functions  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  That  was  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  committee,  and  the  lan¬ 
guage  was  used  with  that  in  view. 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  it  exactly. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Would  this  give  the 
President  the  power  to  delimit  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  engineers?  For  instance, 
one  of  the  members  suggested  that  they 
should  not  build  any  more  stands.  Could 
the  President  take  out  that  part  and  the 
rivers  and  harbors  part? 

Mr.  VINSON.  In  2  or  3  minutes  I  will 
explain  what  this  amendment  does.  I 
appeared  before  the  committee  and  sug¬ 
gested  that  an  amendment  along  this 
line  be  considered.  The  committee  after 
considerable  debate,  reached  the  conclu¬ 
sion  to  draft  it  in  the  language  set  out 
in  the  bill. 

Now,  what  does  it  do?  I  am  address¬ 
ing  this  strictly  to  the  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment.  It  simply  means  if  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States  wished  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Congress  a  reorganization  plan 
to  take  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  away  from  the  War  Depart¬ 
ment  and  put  it  in  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment,  he  would  have  to  send  that  up 
here  in  a  reorganization  plan  separate 
and  distinct.  It  could  not  be  tied  in  with 
any  reorganization  plan  with  reference 
to  any  other  civil  agencies  or  functions 
of  different  departments.  It  would  have 
to  come  here  so  that  the  Congress  could 
determine  that  sole  cut  issue,  and,  of 
course,  as  a  Member  of  the  House,  if  such 
an  issue  comes  up,  I  would  be  very  much 
opposed  to  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  expired. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  five 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  There  is  still  this 
question:  Could  they  take  part  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  engineers  away  from 
them? 

Mr.  VINSON.  He  could  not  touch  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  or  any  agency  of  the 
National  Military  Establishment  and 
mix  it  up  with  any  other  function  of  the 
Government.  They  have  to  come  here 
separate  and  distinct.  This  language  is 
so  written  that  he  cannot  take  one  thing 
away.  However,  he  can  do  this:  He  can 
add  some  other  agencies  to  the  Military 
Establishment  without  sending  it  sepa¬ 
rate,  but  he  cannot  take  one  iota  of  the 


power  or  authority  from  the  Army,  the 
Navy,  or  the  Air  Force  without  sending 
it  here  as  a  separate  proposition.  That 
is  all  it  does. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Is  it  not  true 
that  my  amendment  is  in  accord  with  the 
biltf 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  would  disturb  the  whole 
situation,  because  he  would  require  it  to 
be  an  affirmative  act  instead  of  a  nega¬ 
tive  act.  He  would  require  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  would  have  to  approve  it  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  resolution  by  a  vote  tn  the  House 
and  Senate,  and  the  bill  is  based  on  a 
different  basis. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Is  it -not  true 
that  they  would  have  to  do  that  anyhow, 
according  to  the  statement  made  here? 
Before  the  organization  could  do  any¬ 
thing  there  would  have  to  be  a  plan? 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  provisions  of  the 
bill  are  such  that  when  it  comes  in  here 
the  committee  taking  jurisdiction  of  it 
must  act  within  a  certain  time.  If  one 
House  disapproves  it  and  the  other  House 
approves  it,  it  becomes  a  reorganization 
plan.  The  gentleman’s  statement  pro¬ 
vides  that  before  it  can  become  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  it  must  have  the  sanc¬ 
tion  of  both  Houses. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Does  it  not  also  mean 
that  if  this  amendment  is  adopted  the 
President  could  not  take  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  or  the  civil  functions  and 
place  them  over  in  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  and  then  say  to  that  Depart¬ 
ment,  “From  now  on  you  shall  have 
charge  of  all  the  river  and  harbor  work 
of  this  country”? 

Mr.  VINSON.  He  would  have  the 
authority  to  do  so.  He  would  have  the 
authority  to  take  the  Marines  and  put 
them  in  the  Army.  He  would  have  the 
authority  to  take  Naval  Aviation  and  put 
it  in  the  Air  Fo  ce.  But  when  he  would 
do  it,  he  would  have  to  send  it  to  Con¬ 
gress  on  that  one  issue  and  then  Con¬ 
gress  could  debate  it.  I  am  perfectly 
willing  on  any  reorganization  plan'  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  present  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  certain  things  should  not  take 
place. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  But  only  in  case 
the  gentleman’s  amendment  passes  this 
House. 

Mr.  VINSON.  No.  His  amendment 
would  disturb  it. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  The  gentleman  is  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  on  which  I 
have  the  honor  to  serve.  May  I  say  that 
I  am  of  course  deeply  concerned  that  the 
status  of  the  Engineers  be  not  changed. 

Mr.  VINSON.  So  am  I. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  I  am  happy  to  hear 
the  gentleman  say  that. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  am  very  hauch  op¬ 
posed  to  taking  them  away. 
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Mr.  BROOKS.  Is  not  the  proper  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  that  no  reorganization 
can  occur  but  what  every  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  will  have  the 
right,  in  the  event  the  committee  fails  to 
report  it,  to  call  it  up  for  a  vote  before 
the  House? 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  right.  I  am 
merely  safeguarding  this  organization  by 
saying  that  when  you  propose  to  reor¬ 
ganize  it  you  cannot  mix  it  up,  you  must 
send  it  in  in  a  separate  package,  and  any 
Member  of  Congress,  under  the  bill,  has 
a  right  to  call  it  up  and  let  a  majority  of 
Congress  determine  what  is  the  proper 
thing  to  do  about  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  the  Rogers  amendment 
would  not  do  that;  it  would  just  muddy 
the  waters. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  amendment  would 
accomplish  just  exactly  what  I  have  said. 
It  is  as  plain  as  the  nose  on  your  face. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Is  it  the  Rogers 
amendment  about  which  the  gentleman 
is  talking? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  am  talking  about 
what  is  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Yes,  but  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  Rogers]  has  of¬ 
fered  an  amendment. 

Mr.  VINSON.  His  amendment  in  the 
first  place  is  not  necessary,  because  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  is  within  the  pur¬ 
view  of  the  committee  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Yes,  exactly.  There¬ 
fore,  I  am  asking  this  Committee  to  vote 
down  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Rogers] 
because  it  is  not  necessary.  The  Corps 
of  Engineers  is  amply  protected.  We  will 
have  a  separate  vote  on  it  whenever  it 
comes  in  here.  That  is  not  the  only 
thing  in  the  reorganization  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  National  Defense  that  might 
come  up.  There  are  other  important 
items  that  might  come  up. 

Mr.  PICKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PICKETT.  Under  the  present  law 
which  you  favor,  if  there  were  a  reor¬ 
ganization  proposal  for  the  National 
Military  Establishment  set  down  which 
provided  for  something  that  the  House 
did  not  approve  of  and  the  House  re¬ 
jected  the  proposal,  it  would  still  go  to 
the  other  body  and  if  approved  there,  the 
reorganization  plan  would  take  effect, 
would  it  not? 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  the  provision  in 
the  bill  and  it  not  only  relates  to  this, 
but  relates  to  everything  else  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  PICKETT.  Therefore,  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  present  bill  does  not  actu¬ 
ally  take  care  of  the  situation  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Rogers]  is  directed  to. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  believe  that  if  we 
could  justify  a  negative  decision  on  a 
proposal,  the  other  body  would  probably 
go  along  with  our  viewpoint. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  debate  on  this 


amendment  and  all  amendments  there¬ 
to  end  in  10  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  K' there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dawson!? 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  end  in  10  minutes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  may  I  ask  if  there  was  a  de¬ 
mand  for  a  reading  of  the  engrossed 
copy,  would  there  be  a  vote  on  this  bill 
tonight? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
advise  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  that 
such  a  question  would  arise  in  the  House 
and  not  in  the  Committe  of  the  Whole. 
Therefore,  the  Chair  cannot  pass  on  the 
gentleman’s  inquiry  at  this  time. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Colmer], 

Mr.  COLMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  of 
course,  the  committee  realizes  what  dis¬ 
cussion  can  be  made  about  this  matter 
in  1  minute,  but  I  will  use  that  1  minute 
to  make  this  brief  statement. 

If  the  gentleman  from  Georgia,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  and  others  profess  a  great  re¬ 
spect  for  the  Army  engineers  that  we  all 
entertain,  then  why  not*-  adopt  this 
amendment  and  end  this  question  now 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  Army  engineers 
ought  to  be  disturbed.  I  would  much 
prefer  to  go  further  than  this  and  write 
a  direct  exemption  here  with  reference 
to  the  Army  engineers  because  it’s  the 
one  arm  of  this  Government  which  en¬ 
joys  th$  confidence  and  respect  of  every 
Member  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  adopted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
LarcadeL 

Mr.  LARCADE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  address  you  as  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  to  say  that  I 
regret  very  much  that  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  Hon.  William  M.  Whitting¬ 
ton,  whose  judgment  is  respected  so 
highly  by  the  Members  of  the  House, 
and  who  has  taken  such  an  active  part 
in  flood  control  and  rivers  and  harbors 
work  in  the  Congress  for  the  last  20  years 
and  who  has  been  dealing  with  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  during  all  of  that  time,  was 
called  away  for  a  flood-control  meeting 
in  St.  Louis,  and  as  a  result  I  know  that 
he  is  missed  in  this  debate  by  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House.  Had  it  not  been  for 
the  fact  that  our  chairman  made  a  pre¬ 
vious  engagement  several  months  ago, 
he  would  have  been  here  today.  How¬ 
ever,  I  do  want  to  say  that  I  have  con¬ 
tacted  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whittington]  in  regard  to  the  sec¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  under  discussion,  and  that  it  is  his 
opinion  that,  under  the  provisions  of 


this  legislation  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
are  protected. 

(Mr.  LARCADE  asked  and  was  granted 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Tackett]. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
yield  my  1  minute  to  the  next  speaker. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Pickett]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  PICKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  Rogers  amendment. 
I  think  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Colmer]  stated  the  case  exactly  a 
moment  ago  when  he  said  this  issue 
ought  to  be  decided  now.  Under  the 
proposed  bill,  as  it  is  presented  by  the 
committee  and  as  it  will  be  passed  un¬ 
less  the  Rogers  amendment  is  adopted, 
you  have  a  situation  where  if  a  reorgan¬ 
ization  pi  an  involving  the  Corps  of  Army 
Engineers  is  submitted,  you  must  take 
positive  action  to  reject  that  proposal  in 
both  Houses,  else  the  proposal  will  be¬ 
come  operative  and  become  a  part  of  the 
reorganization  plan.  Under  the  Rogers 
amendment  you  are  required  to  act  af¬ 
firmatively,  in  both  bodies,  upon  the  pro¬ 
posed  reorganization  plan.  So  you  have 
this  situation  under  the  bill  as  the  com¬ 
mittee  wants  it  passed:  A  proposed  re¬ 
organization  plan  involving  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  might  be  deemed  to  have  no 
merit  and  be  rejected  by  the  House,  but 
the  other  body  may  not  do  so.  Then  the 
proposed  plan  becomes  operative  as  a 
reorganization  plan  though  the  House 
has  rejected  it.  The  Rogers  amend¬ 
ment  corrects  that  situation  and  re¬ 
quires  affirmative  action  by  both  Houses 
approving  it  before  such  a  proposed  plan 
can  become  operative.  The  amendment 
then  is  a  guaranty  no  amalgamation  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  the  detriment 
of  its  performance  can  be  effected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Pickett] 
has  expired. 

(Mr.  PICKETT  asked  and  was  granted 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Brooks]. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
already  spoken  on  this  amendment.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  extend  my  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point,  and  I  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Loui¬ 
siana  [Mr.  Brooks]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
deeply  sensitive  of  the  need  for  reor¬ 
ganization  legislation.  At  the  same  time, 
I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  magnificent 
work  which  has  been  performed  by  the 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers.  I  express  the 
deep  concern  which  I  feel  that  some  mis¬ 
guided  reorganization  plan  may  affect 
this  great  organization.  I  think  any 
plan  which  may  affect  the  organizational 
integrity  of  the  engineers  would  be  a 
serious  mistake  and  may  hurt  our  de¬ 
fense  establishment. 
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I  have  seen  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
work,  both  in  war  and  in  peace,  and  1 
feel  that  we  have  just  the  set-up  which 
is  most  conducive  to  a  well-trained  and 
efficient  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  country 
generally  is  satisfied  that  they  are  doing 
the  job  efficiently  and  wants  no  change. 

I  recognize  that  the  Committee  in 
drafting  this  measure  was  compelled  to 
follow  fundamental  rules.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  did  not  wish  to  exempt  any  agency 
from  the  operation  of  this  bill.  But  the 
Committee  did  prescribe  that  the  engi¬ 
neers  and  other  military  organizations, 
if  they  are  subject  to  reorganization  un¬ 
der  this  measure,  should  be  placed  in  a 
separate  plan  so  that  this  body  may  cast 
a  separate  vote  upon  the  plan  submitted. 
I  personally  would  like  to  go  further  and 
entirely  exempt  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
Since  this  is  not  noV  practical,  I  am  going 
to  accept  the  present  language  of  the  bill 
with  the  hope  that  the  Senate  may  go 
much  further  in  the  degree  of  protection 
which  it  may  give  to  an  organization 
which  has  functioned  since  the  very  be¬ 
ginning  of  this  Government  with  superb 
credit  to  itself  and  to  our  people. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hoffman]. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  a  preferential  motion 
which  is  at  the  Clerk’s  desk. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  moves  that  the 
Committee  do  now  rise  and  report  the  bill 
back  to  the  House,  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  enacting  clause  be  stricken. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  granted  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  sorry  to  have  to  make  a 
preferential  motion,  but,  as  stated  once 
before,  neither  in  committee  nor  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  has  there  been  the 
slightest  inclination  by  anyone  on  this 
side  to  in  any  way  delay  or  hinder  con¬ 
sideration  or  passage  of  this  legislation. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  I  judge  the  sen¬ 
timent  on  our  side  correctly,  I  know  of 
no  one  who  opposes  the  principles  laid 
down  in  this  bill.  There  are  those  of  us 
who  do  object  to  the  method  but  we  are 
not  disposed  to  start  a  filibuster,  but 
here  is  an  amendment  that  has  been  of¬ 
fered.  Some  of  the  Members  want  to  talk 
about  it — but  are  being  denied  the  oppor¬ 
tunity.  Now,  what  does  this  amendment 
provide?  Who  now  is  afraid?  And  of 
what? 

I  spoke  earlier,  and  I  will  speak  later 
on,  if  occasion  requires,  about  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  will  not  only  enable  but  will 
force  the  House  and  the  other  body  to 
act  one  way  or  the  other,  vote  a  plan  up  or 
down,  any  and  every  plan  which  may 
come  down  from  the  Executive  Office. 

This  particular  amendment  seeks  to 
make  it  certain  that  the  engineers  can¬ 
not  be  put  out  of  business  without  the 
consent  of  the  Congress.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Vinson] — and 
I  have  the  highest  respect  for  his  judg¬ 
ment  and  for  his  opinion — he,  it  may  be 
said,  if  I  might  use  such  language  on  the 
floor,  has  been  the  daddy  or  the  guardian 


of  the  Navy.  Now  he  has  assumed  the 
same  role,  and  I  know  of  no  man  better 
qualified  to  take  it,  of  all  the  armed 
forces.  What  he  was  afraid  of  was  that 
if  this  bill  went  through  without  the 
amendment  which  he  put  in  during  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  committee — requiring 
that  any  plan  having  to  do  with  the 
armed  services  should  come  up  in  one 
package — he  was  afraid  that  by  the  in¬ 
action  by  either  branch  of  the  Congress 
it  might  go  through  and  something  might 
be  taken  out  of  the  National  Defense 
Establishment. 

I  fear  he  may  wake  up  some  fine  day — I 
believe  he  will,  if  he  does  not  watch  his 
step — and  learn  that  legislation  affecting 
the  Engineers,  putting  them  out  of  their 
civil  functions  will  come  up  to  the  House. 
Then  what  happens?  One  Member  of 
the  House  can  bring  it  up  and  we  will 
all  vote  on  it.  But  suppose  someone  in 
the  other  body  starts  a  filibuster  or  that 
no  one  there  wants  to  take  it  up;  there 
is  nothing  that  can  force  them  to  take 
it  up.  We  can  vote  the  plan  down; 
every  Member  in  the  House  can  vote 
against  it;  but  unless  we  find  some  way 
of  making  the  other  body  act,  the  plan 
will  still  be  the  law  of  the  land  and  the 
Engineers  or  any  other  agency  or  func¬ 
tion  of  an  agency  will  be  out  of  existence. 
It  is  that  situation,  it  is  that  danger,  that 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Rogers! 
seeks  to  avoid. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Is  not  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  says  true  of  every  other  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Of  course 
it  is;  and  that  is  why  I  want  to  preserve 
the  constitutional  method  of  legislating. 
I  propose  to  offer  an  amendment  which 
will  compel  this  body  and  the  other  body 
to  act  before  a  plan  can  become  a  law. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Do  I  understand  that 
this  amendment  if  adopted  would  pro¬ 
vide  for  this  one  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  an  entirely  different  method  of 
procedure  as  far  as  Congressional  ap¬ 
proval  or  disapproval  is  concerned? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  dislike 
to  answer  that  because  the  answer  will 
mitigate  against  the  amendment  I  am 
going  to  offer  later  on  applying  the  same 
procedure  to  all  plans  which  may  be  sent 
down. 

The  situation  is  this:  The  first  love  of 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Vin¬ 
son]  is  the  Navy,  his  second  love  is  the 
Army,  the  third  is  the  Engineers,  and  the 
Engineers,  lik^e  the  Marine  Corps,  have 
worked  perfectly.  No  one  wants  to  see 
the  Engineers  put  out  of  business;  but  if 
we  do  not  watch  our  step,  and  if  per¬ 
chance  the  other  body  should  fail  to  act 
or  not  act  in  concert  with  us,  then  the 
civil  functions  of  the  Engineers  might  in 
some  reorganization  plan  go  out  of  the 
Department. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Does  not  a  Senator 
have  the  same  right  to  bring  up  legisla¬ 


tion  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  a 
Member  of  the  House  has  in  this  body? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Yes; 
sure.  But  will  he? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Why  should  we  treat 
the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  by  a  sepa¬ 
rate  method  of  determination  from  the 
others? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
just  what  you  did  with  your  amendment 
inserted  by  the  Committee  at  your  re¬ 
quest  as  subdivision  (b)  of  subdivision  6 
of  section  5  of  the  bill,  when  you  provided 
for  consideration  of  any  plan  affecting 
the  “National  Military  Establishment.” 

Later,  three  other  agencies  were  also 
given  special  treatment  in  reorganization 
plans. 

I  favor  this  amendment,  because  if  I 
cannot  get  all  I  want  I  am  willing  to  take 
what  I  can  get  to  save  one  our  best  agen¬ 
cies,  the  Engineers.  Certainly  any  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Senate  could  bring  it  up,  but  I 
ask  the  gentleman  how  long  has  the  civil 
rights  program  been  under  consideration 
over  there?"  Both  parties  are  pledged  to 
that  program  but  strange,  strange  in¬ 
deed,  it  has  not  been  acted  upon  in  that 
body. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
gentleman’s  time  be  extended  for  1  min¬ 
ute  to  answer  a  question. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  would 
state  that  on  the  preferential  motion 
there  are  5  minutes  in  support  of  the  mo¬ 
tion  and  5  in  opposition. 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Gathings]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  1  minute. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers  was  started  by 
George  Washington,  and  was  continued 
.  by  every  President  of  the  United  States 
right  on  down  the  line  through  Franklin 
D.  Roosevelt  and  Harry  S.  Truman,  all 
having  acquiesced  in  the  good  judgment 
of  the  first  President.  That  is  the  reason 
for  this  furore  here;  that  is  the  reason 
we  want  to  see  something  done  about  the 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers.  We  realize 
that  it  is  necessary  to  keep  these  officers 
busy  in  peacetime  as  well  as  in  times  of 
war.  The  peacetime  accomplishments 
of  these  men  are  most  beneficial  to  the 
Nation  in  an  emergency 

What  would  result  if  the  Corps  of  Army 
Engineers  were  to  be  thrown  over  into 
the  Public  Works  Bureau?  I  will  tell  you 
what  that  would  mean.  It  would  mean 
a  mammoth  organization  with  one  big 
head  possessing  more  power  than  any 
official  in  the  executive  branch  of  this 
Government  should  have.  So,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  we  ought  to  support  this  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Florida.  Let  us  write  his  amendment  in. 

It  is  an  affirmative  expression  on  the 
part  of  the  Congress.  Should  the  Presi¬ 
dent  send  over  a  proposal  to  consolidate 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  with  some  other 
department  we,  in  each  House,  would 
only  have  60  days  to  reject  such  a  plan. 
The  60  days  passes  in  a  hurry  sometimes 
and  because  of  other  important  matters 
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pending  in  both  Houses  it  is  difficult  to 
obtain  a  vote  in  both  Houses.  I  trust 
that  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Rogers]  will  be  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  has  expired. 

(Mr.  GATHINGS  asked  and  was  given 
permission^  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Boggs]  is  recognized 
for  1  minute. 

(Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  while  I  must  confess  I  do  not  ex¬ 
actly  like  the  approach  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  to  this  problem,  I  am  going 
to  support  his  amendment.  , 

The  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  has 
earned  the  gratitude  and  respect  of  all 
Americans.  I  am  fearful  of  the  pressure 
which  has  been  exerted  in  the  past  and 
which  is  now  being  exerted  to  absorb  the 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers  into  some 
super-duper  department  of  public  works 
or  to  consolidate  it  with  various  agencies 
in  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  I  am 
fearful  of  such  a  move.  If  it  did  happen 
I  do  not  believe  it  would  promote  either 
economy  or  efficiency.  The  Corps  of 
Engineers  has  accumulated  an  experi¬ 
ence  which  is  invaluable  to  the  flood 
control  and  protection  of  this  country. 

I  support,  with  reservation,  his  testi¬ 
mony  insofar  as  the  Corps  of  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  is  concerned.  I  am  naturally 
particularly  concerned  about  the  Corps 
of  Army  Engineers  because  I  live  in  the 
city  of  New  Orleans  which  is  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Mississippi  River,  which 
drains  about  two-thirds  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 

We  know  first-hand  what  floods  are, 
what  devastation  can  be  wrought  by  the 
forces  of  nature  when  they  are  on  the 
loose.  We  have  lived  with  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  since  we  have  been  a  com¬ 
munity  and  we  are  eternally  grateful  to 
the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers.  In  my 
judgement,  there  is  no  finer  group  of  men 
in  this  great  country  of  ours.  They  have 
been  efficient;  they  have  been  capable; 
they  have  performed  their  duties  with¬ 
out  political  favor  or  favoritism  of  any 
kind.  They  have  been  on  the  job  in 
emergencies  and  they  have  accumulated, 
over  a  period  of  years,  a  tremendous 
amount  of  knowledge  and  experience. 

I  realize  that  we  are  faced  with  a  quan¬ 
dary  here  when  we  talk  about  reorganiz¬ 
ing  the  Government.  Inevitably,  some¬ 
one  appears  before  the  responsible 
committee  of  Congress  and  asks  teat 
certain  agencies  be  excluded. 

I,  too,  favor — certainly  in  principle — 
all  that  this  committee  is  attempting  to 
do.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  sprawling, 
overlapping  functions  of  the  Government 
must  be  consolidated  in  the  interest  of 
efficiency  and  economy;  but  in  doing  so 
I  think  that  we  must  be  careful  not  to 
interfere  with  agencies  which  have 
demonstrated,  over  a  period  of  many 
years,  their  complete  and  total  efficiency; 
and  to  my  way  of  thinking  there  is  no 
economy  that  could  possibly  be  achieved 
by  consolidating  the  Corps  of  Army 


Engineers  with  any  other  agency  of  the 
Government. 

I  do  not  know  of  anything  else  that  I 
could  add,  Mr.  Chairman,  except  again 
to  say  that  we  who  have  lived  with  the 
problem  of  flood  control  are  immeasur¬ 
ably  proud  of  the  Corps  of  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  and  we  would  be  gravely  alarmed 
if  we  felt  that  the  Congress  did  anything 
which  might  jeopardize  their  efficiency. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Davis]. 

(Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  favor  the  adoption  of  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Army 
engineers  in  the  performance  of  their 
civil-functions  work  have  been  influ¬ 
enced  by  political  considerations  whatso¬ 
ever.  If  this  civil -functions  work  should 
be  transferred  to  some  other  agency,  as 
it  has  been  rumored  was  in  contempla¬ 
tion,  I  greatly  fear  that  thereafter,  such 
work  would  be  subject  to  political  con¬ 
siderations  and  political  influence. 

So  far  as  I  know,  word  has  not  come 
to  Congress  from  the  executive  depart¬ 
ment  as  to  what  agencies  or  departments 
will  be  reorganized,  changed,  or  abol¬ 
ished.  I  do  know  that  rumors  have  been 
current  that  the  civil-functions  work  of 
the  Army  engineers  may  be  transferred 
to  a  new  department  to  be  created. 

My  own  opinion  is  that  this  bill  should 
provide  that  either  House  of  Congress 
should  be  able  to  reject  a  reorganization 
plan,  and  that  it  should  not  require  the 
concurrent  action  of  both  bodies.  This 
bill,  as  it  now  stands,  would  require  that 
it  be  rejected  by  both.  That  reverses 
ordinary  legislative  procedure.  Today 
the  civil-functions  work  may  not  be  re¬ 
moved  from  the  Army  engineers  except 
by  affirmative  action  on  the  part  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress.  If  this  bill  passes 
in  its  present  form,  that  will  no  longer 
be  the  case.  The  House  may  vote  to  re¬ 
ject  such  a  plan,  but  mere  failure  to  act 
on  the  part  of  the  other  body  will  result 
in  a  reorganization  plan  going  into  effect. 

This  seems  to  me  to  be  an  acknowl¬ 
edgment  that  Congress  is  no  longer  able 
to  perform  the  functions  belonging  to  it 
under  the  Constitution. 

The  Rogers  amendment  will  require 
that  both  Houses  must  concur  in  order 
to  remove  these  functions  from  the  engi¬ 
neers,  and  I  favor  this  requirement. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Trimble]. 

(Mr.  TRIMBLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
rerrM-ks.) 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  know  when  I  have  found  myself  in 
a  happier  position  than  I  am  at  the 
present  time.  I  am  told  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  handling  this  bill 
and  by  the  gentleman  from  Georgia, 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  by  the  majority  leader  that 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  safe.  I  am 
also  told  by  the  sponsor  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  that  if  it  passes  they  are  also  safe. 

I  have  a  very  high  regard  for  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  its  ability.  The  mem¬ 


bers  of  that  Corps  are  not  only  builders 
but  in  building  they  learn  in  peacetime 
the  things  that  stand  them  in  such  good 
stead  in  war.  Regardless  of  whether  this 
amendment  is  passed  or  not,  I  feel  that 
the  Corps  is  safe  under  any  interpreta¬ 
tion.  I  hope  so,  and  the  civil  functions 
will  remain  in  their  hands. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Holifield]  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  all  concerned  with  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  we  believe  it  has  been 
adequately  taken  care  of  under  this  bill 
that  we  have  brought  to  the  committee 
today  for  consideration.  We  know  that 
the  legislative  language  is  good  and  we 
ask  the  House  to  stand  by  the  committee 
and  vote  down  this  superfluous  amend¬ 
ment  because  it  is  unnecessary.  We 
urge  the  House  to  sta^id  by  its  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  if 
a  reorganization  plan  is  returned  to  the 
Congress  and  if  the  House  approves  it 
and  the  Senate  disagrees,  then  we  can¬ 
not  interfere  with  the  reorganization 
plan;  is  that  correct? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  may  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  is  not  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Rogers]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Pickett)  there 
were — ayes  82,  noes  143. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  refused. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Tackett:  On 
page  7,  line  8,  strike  out  subsection  (b) . 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
bill  is  intended  to  provide  the  adminis¬ 
tration  with  power  to  reorganize  the 
various  agencies  of  our  Government  by 
grouping,  consolidating,  coordinating, 
and  abolishing  any  of  the  agencies  and 
bureaus  so  as  to  eliminate  overlapping 
and  duplicating  efforts  in  the  hope  of  re¬ 
ducing  Federal  operating  expenditures 
and  promoting  economy  to  the  fullest 
extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  op¬ 
eration  of  our  Government. 

Section  5  (b)  of  this  bill  is  intended,  in 
effect,  to  exclude  four  privileged  agencies 
from  the  general  operation  and  purpose 
of  this  proposed  legislation.  My  amend¬ 
ment  seeks  to  strike  section  5  (b)  so  as 
to  make  every  Federal  agency  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  reorganization  plan. 

During  our  campaigns  this  last  sum¬ 
mer  and  fall,  most  of  us  promised  to 
come  here  and  support  a  tremendously 
needed  reorganization  bill,  and  I  had 
understood  by  the  introduction  of  this 
bill  that  we  would  be  afforded  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  carry  out  that  campaign 
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promise.  However,  we  are  now  finding 
that  our  reorganization  bill  has  the  same 
faults  and  defects  as  the  1939  and  the 
1945  reorganization  bills — meaning  that 
our  pet  agencies  and  bureaus  are  ex¬ 
cluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  bill 
just  as  they  have  been  excluded  by  for¬ 
mer  bills  introduced  for  the  same  pur¬ 
pose.  Of  course,  the  Expenditures  Com¬ 
mittee  uses  more  technical  language  and 
advises  us  that  these  four  privileged 
agencies  are  not  excluded,  but  explains 
that  these  four  pets  just  do  not  come 
under  the  same  kind  of  set-up.  At  the 
same  time,  we  know  that  when  these  four 
particular  privileged  pets  are  allowed  to 
come  under  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(b),  they  are  not  to  be  treated  as  these 
other  agencies  of  the  Government  under 
the  reorganization  plan;  and,  therefore, 
it  can  well  be  expected  that  there  will  be 
no  reorganization  of  the,  first,  National 
Military  Establishment;  second,  Board  of 
Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Sys¬ 
tem;  third,  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission;  and,  fourth,  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission. 

Now,  if  I  had  a  pet  to  be  excluded  from 
the  provisions  of  this  bill  by  being  placed 
along  with  the  four  agencies  under  sec¬ 
tion  5  (b),  it  would  be  the  choice  of  a 
majority  of  us — the  civil  engineers. 
This  would  be  my  pet  because  the  civil 
engineers  have  petted  the  people  of  my 
country  more  than  the  other  agencies. 
However,  I  can  assure  you  that  I  have 
no  Government-agency  pets  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  foremost  to  the  people  I  repre¬ 
sent. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  if  we  want  to  re¬ 
organize  our  Federal  agencies,  attempt 
to  save  money  for  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country,  and  reduce  the  number  of  em¬ 
ployees  that  we  have  on  the  payroll  who 
are  doing  nothing  more  than  drawing 
pay,  we  should  make  a  straightforward 
attempt  to  do  so  at  this  time.  All  of  us 
realize  that  there  is  nothing  more  perma¬ 
nent  in  Washington  than  temporary  em¬ 
ployment  with  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment.  We  get  up  on  the  political  plat¬ 
forms  throughout  our  sections  of  the 
country  and  each  of  us  holler  to  th^  top 
of  our  voices,  “If  you  will  send  me  up 
there  to  replace  that  fellow  who  has  been 
representing  you  in  Congress,  I  can  assure 
you  that  I  will  lower  the  cost  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment.”  As  an  attempt  to  live  up  to 
our  promises,  we  come  forth  with  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  that  should  cover  all 
Federal  agencies;  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know 
how  four  Federal  executive  department 
agencies  have  managed  to  become  ex¬ 
cluded  by  that  great  committee  of  ours 
known  as  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures.  A  few  minutes  ago  when  some¬ 
one  offered  an  amendment  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  adding  his  pet  agency  to  be 
included  in  the  exclusions,  the  chairman 
of  that  committee  said: 

Is  this  Congress  going  to  pass  a  bill  that 
will  get  the  Job  done;  or  are  we  going  to  put 
in  exclusions  that  will  prohibit  the  President 
from  having  any  power  to  reorganize  the 
executive  department  of  this  Government? 

My  amendment  ad^s  no  agencies  to 
the  list  of  exclusions  that  will  cripple  the 
efforts  of  the  President  and  his  adminis¬ 
tration  to  properly  reorganize  the  execu¬ 
tive  agencies  of  our  Government;  but, 
to  the  -contrary,  this  amendment,  if 


adopted,  will  remove  the  four  stumbling 
blocks  that  can  only  be  classified  as 
“privileged  pets”  of  the  Expenditures 
Committee  with  no  more  right  to  be 
excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  bill 
than  any  other  Federal  agencies  that  we 
could  mention. 

Now,  friends,  if  we  want  to  vote  for 
a  reorganization  plan,  let  us  vote  for  it 
and  not  a  subterfuge.  You  have  a 
chance  here  now.  By  taking  out  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  of  section  5,  you  will  be  treating 
every  Federal  agency  just  exactly  alike. 

I  want  to  ask  you:  Why  is  the  Securi¬ 
ties  and  Exchange  Commission  left  in 
here  under  subsection  (b)  as  an  exclu¬ 
sion  to  the  provisions  of  this  bill?  Why 
is  it  excluded  under  subsection  (b)  ?  Is 
it  more  important  than  the  Federal 
Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Bureau  of  Investigation,  or  many 
other  Federal  agencies  that  we  could 
mention,  or  is  it  just  somebody’s  pet? 

Why  is  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission  excluded  from  the  organization 
purpose  of  this  bill  by  being  placed  as 
a  privileged  agency  under  subsection  (b)  ? 
This  is  the  first  time  that  I  ever  knew 
that  organization  had  any  political 
friends,  but  I  can  readily  see  that  it 
has  some  friends  somewhere  on  the 
Expenditures  Committee. 

Of  course,  it  is  not  hard  to  see  why 
the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System  is  listed  among  the  priv¬ 
ileged  few  because  that  all-powerful  or¬ 
ganization  spreads  its  politics  through¬ 
out  the  Nation. 

The  National  Military  Establishment  is 
excluded  as  a  privileged  agency,  I  pre¬ 
sume,  under  the  theory  that  someone 
might  be  criticized  by  some  person  back 
home  who  might  think  we  were  trying 
to  hurt  his  organization. 

All  Federal  agencies,  including  the  Mil¬ 
itary  Establishments,  could  stand  some 
reorganization,  if  the  voters  and  taxpay¬ 
ers  are  to  be  considered.  The  hiring  of 
civilian  employees  in  the  Military  Estab-? 
lishments  is  now  and  has  been  during  the 
past  12  months  increasing  more  than 
166  persons  per  day.  Exclusive  of  Mili¬ 
tary  Establishments,  the  daily  average 
increase  for  the  Federal  civilian  agencies 
during  the  same  time  is  131 — a  total  of 
297  new  Federal  employees  each  day  the 
sun  rises. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  known  by  all,  re¬ 
gardless  of  party  affiliations,  the  ever¬ 
present  need  for  making  the  changes 
suggested  by  this  bill  in  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  executive  agencies  of  the 
Government,  hopeful  of  limiting  expend¬ 
itures  to  the  lowest  amount  consistent 
with  the  efficient  performance  of  essen¬ 
tial  services,  activities,  and  functions, 
but  more  than  anything  else,  elimiqjpfcing 
a  duplication  and  overlapping  of  serv¬ 
ices,  activities,  and  functions.  Such 
need  is  not  exclusive  to  all  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  except  four  privileged  ones — but  is 
needed  as  much  so  in  one  agency  as  the 
other.  If  an  agency  be  perfect,  needing 
no  reorganization,  why  would  that  par¬ 
ticular  agency  fear  being  scrutinized  by 
the  reorganization  commission? 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  does  not  take  debate 
on  this  amendment  issue.  If  you  actual¬ 
ly  want  to  curtail  expenditures  of  the 
Federal  Government,  which  the  Repub¬ 
licans  have  gone  out  and  declared  the 


Democrats  were  not  attempting  to  do; 
and  if  the  Democrats  want  to  retaliate 
with  some  sound  action  and  bring  about 
a  saving  of  needless  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures,  we  have  a  chance  to  do  4t  now. 
If  we  merely  want  to  appease  the  peo¬ 
ple  with  a  camouflage,  then  votte  against 
my  amendment.  After  viewing  the. suc¬ 
cess  of  other  efforts  to  amen^  this  piece 
of  proposed  legislation,  I  do  not  expect 
you  to  pass  the  amendment  anyhow  be¬ 
cause  I  see  that  the  Expenditures  Com¬ 
mittee  is  certainly  running  the  show 
here  now. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  that  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  be  voted  down. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  '(demanded  by  Mr.  Tackett)  there 
were — ayes  58,  noes  149. 

Mr.  TACKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
for  tellers. 

Tellers  were  refused. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  remainder 
of  the  bill  be  considered  as  read  and  that 
the  bill  be  open  to  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dawson]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  remainder  of  the  bill  is  as  follows: 
taking  effect  of  reorganizations 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  provisions  of  the  reorganization 
plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of 
the  first  period  of  60  calendar  days,  of  con¬ 
tinuous  session  of  the  Congress,  following  the 
date  on  which  the  plan  Is  transmitted  to  it; 
but  only  if,  between  the  date  of  transmittal 
and  the  expiration  of  such  60-day  period 
there  has  not  been  passed  by  the  two  Houses 
a  concurrent  resolution  stating  in  substance 
that  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of 
the  Congress  sine  die;  but 

(2)  in  the  computation  c f  the  60-day  pe¬ 
riod  there  shall  be  exluded  the  days  on  which 
either  House  is  not  in  session  because  of  an 
adjournment  of  more  than  3  days  to  a  day 
certain;  except  that  if  a  resolution  (as  de¬ 
fined  in  section  202)  with  respect  to  sucb  re¬ 
organization  plan  has  been  passed  by  one 
House  and  sent  to  the  other,  no  exclusion 
under  this  paragraph  shay  be  made  by  reason 
of  adjournments  of  the  first  House  taken 
thereafter. 

(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under 
provisions  contained  in  the  plan,  be  made 
operative  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on 
which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

DEFINITION  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  act,  the  term 
“agency”  means  any  executive  department, 
commission,  council,  independent  establish¬ 
ment,  Government  corporation,  board,  bu¬ 
reau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  author¬ 
ity,  administration  or  other  establishment, 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government, 
and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the  mu¬ 
nicipal  government  of  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  except  the  courts  thereof.  Such  term 
does  not  include  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  or  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  which  are  a  part  of  the  legislative 
branch  of  the  Government. 
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MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  act,  the 
term  “reorganization”  means  any  transfer, 
consolidation,  coordination,  authorization,  or 
abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and 
any  regulation  or  other  action  made,  pre¬ 
scribed,  issued,  granted,  or  performed  in 
respect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function 
affected  by  a  reAganization  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act,  before  the  effective  date  of 
such  reorganization,  shall,  except  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or 
made  inapplicable  by  or  under  authority  of 
law  or  by  the  abolition  of  a  function,  have 
the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had 
not  been  made;  but  where  any  such  statute, 
regulation,  or  other  action  has  vested  the 
function  in  the  agency  from  which  it  is 
removed  under  the  plan,  such  function  shall, 
insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan 
becomes  effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in 
the  agency  under  which  the  function  is 
placed  by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  the  term  “regulation  or  other  action” 
means  any  regulation,  rule,  order,  policy, 
determination,  directive,  authorization,  per¬ 
mit,  privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or 
other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
lawfully  commenced  by  or  against  the  head 
of  any  agency  or  other  officer  of  the  United 
States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation 
to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall 
abate  by  reason  of  the  taking  effect  of  any 
reorganization  plan  under  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or 
supplemental  petition  filed  at  any  time 
within  12  months  after  such  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for 
a  survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  pro¬ 
ceeding  to  obtain  a  settlement  of  the  ques¬ 
tions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be  main¬ 
tained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such 
head  or  officer  under  the  reorganization  ef¬ 
fected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there  be  no  such 
successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer  as 
the  President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of 
appropriations  unexpended  by  reason  of  the 
operation  of  this  act  shall  not  be  used  for 
any  purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which 
shall  take  effect  shall  be  printed  in  the 
Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same  volume  as 
the  public  laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

Title  II 

Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this 
title  are  enacted  by  the  Congress: 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making 
power  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  they 
shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of 
each  House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only 
with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed 
in  such  House  in  the  case  of  resolutions 
(as  defined  in  section  202);  and  such  rules 
shall  supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent 
that  they  are  inconsistent  therewith;  and 

(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitu¬ 
tional  right  of  either  House  to  change  such 
rules  (so  far  relating  to  the  procedure  in 
such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any 
other  rule  of  such  House. 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term 
“resolution”  means  only  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the 
matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is 
as  follows:  “That  the  Congress  does  not 

favor  the  reorganization  plan  numbered - 

transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  President  on 


- ,  19 — .”,  the  blank  spaces  therein  be¬ 
ing  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  include 
a  concurrent  resolution  which  specifies  more 
than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan  shall  be  referred  to  a 
committee  (and  all  resolutions  with  respect 
to  the  same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the 
same  committee)  by  the  President  of  the 
Senate  or  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has 
been  referred  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan  has  not  reported  it  be¬ 
fore  the  expiration  of  10  calendar  days  after 
its  introduction  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  reso¬ 
lution  received  from  the  other  House,  10 
calendar  days  after  its  receipt),  it  shall  then 
(but  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move  either 
to  discharge  the  committee  from  further 
consideration  of  such  resolution,  or  to  dis¬ 
charge  the  committee  from  further  consid¬ 
eration  of  any  other  resolution  with  respect 
to  such  reorganization  plan  which  has  been 
referred  to  tl#e® committee. 

(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a 
person  favoring  the  resolution,  shall  be  high¬ 
ly  privileged  (except  that  it  may  not  be 
made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a 
resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan) ,  and  debate  thereon  shall  be 
limited  to  not  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and 
those  opposing  the  resolution.  No  amend¬ 
ment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order,  and 
it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to 
or  disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to 
or  disagreed  to,  such  motion  may  not  be 
renewed,  nor  may  another  motion  to  discharge 
the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same 
reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  re¬ 
ported,  or  has  been  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of,  a  resolution  with  respect 
to  a  reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time 
thereafter  be  in  order  (even  though  a  pre¬ 
vious  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  dis¬ 
agreed  to)  to  move  to  proceed  to  the  consid- 
ration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion  shall 
be  highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debat¬ 
able.  No  amendment  to  such  motion  shall  be 
in  order  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion 
is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  not  to  exceed  10  hours,  which  shall 
be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring 
and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion 
further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  be  debatable. 
No  amendment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit, 
the  resolution  shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall 
not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  dis¬ 
agreed  to. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made 
with  respect  to  the  discharge  from  commit¬ 
tee,  or  the  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with 
respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and  all  mo¬ 
tions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  other 
business,  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the 
Chair  relating  to  the  application  of  the  rules 
of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure 
relating  to  a  resolution  with  -  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan  shall  be  decided  without 
debate. 

Sec.  207.  If,  prior  to  the  passage  by  one 
House  of  a  resolution  of  that  House  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  such  House 
receives  from  the  other  House  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan,  then — 

(a)  If  no  resolution  of  the  first  House  with 
respect  to  such  plan  has  been  referred  to  com¬ 
mittee,  no  other  resolution  with  respect  to 
the  same  plan  may  be  reported  or  (despite 
the  provisions  of  sec.  204  (a) )  be  made  the 
subject  of  a  motion  to  discharge. 


(b)  If  a  resolution  of  the  first  House  with 
respect  to  such  plan  has  been  referred  to 
committee — 

(1)  the  procedure  with  respect  to  that  or 
other  resolutions  of  such  House  with  respect 
to  such  plan  which  have  been  referred  to 
committee  shall  be  the  same  as  if  no  resolu¬ 
tion  from  the  other  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  had  been  received;  but 

(2)  on  any  vote  on  final  passage  of  a  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to  such 
plan  the  resolution  from  the  other  House 
with  respect  to  such  plan  shall  be  auto¬ 
matically  substituted  for  the  resolution  of 
the  first  House. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan: 

On  page  8,  line  5  strike  out  the  words  “the 
two  Houses  a  concurrent”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “either  House  a.” 

On  line  6,  strike  out  the  words  “the  Con¬ 
gress”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof,  the  word 
“it.” 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  even  at  my  age,  there  is  no 
law  against  indulging  in  what  might  be 
termed  a  little  flirtation  if  it  be  harmless. 
I  have  been  listening  to  what  might  be 
termed  either  the  orders,  the  blandish¬ 
ments,  or  the  advice  of  some  Members 
who,  I  hope,  are  my  friends,  and  who  sit 
to  my  right.  They  found  some  fault  with 
the  broader  amendment  which  I  pro¬ 
posed  to  offer  and  they  persuaded  me — 
or  at  least  I  am  doing  it — to  offer  this 
amendment.  All  this  amendment  does  is 
to  preserve  half  of  the  Congressional 
power  to  legislate.  All  it  requires  is  that 
when  the  President  sends  a  plan  here  it 
will  not  become  the  law  of  the  land  if 
either  House  of  the  Congress  puts 
through  a  resolution  disapproving  it,  say¬ 
ing  that  it  does  not  approve  of  the  plan. 
I  hope  my  friends  on  the  Democratic  side 
of  the  aisle  have  not  led  me  astray  and 
that  they  are  not  going  to  leave  me  out 
on  a  limb. 

I  hope — I  would  almost  say  I  pray — 
that  they  will  remember  the  words  of  ad¬ 
vice  which  they  have  been  giving  me  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  week  and  again  today  when 
some  suggested  that  this  amendment 
would  probably  go  through  the  House 
and  that  the  prerogatives  of  the  House 
would  be  preserved  and  that  the  duty  of 
the  House  to  legislate  would  still  rest 
upon  us  to  act  on  a  plan  within  a  certain 
time  after  the  President  sent  it  to  us. 

I  hope — oh,  I  hope — that  I  have  not 
been  deceived,  gentlemen.  I  hope  you 
are  going  to  go  along  with  me  on  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  VORYS.  Mr. ‘Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VORYS.  As  I  understand  it,  the 
gentleman’s  amendment  merely  provides 
that  any  reorganization  plan  goes 
through  unless  the  House  votes  that  it 
should  not  go  through. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  And  the 
same  thing  applies  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  VORYS.  That  is  it,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Yes. 

Mr.  VORYS.  That  is  all  It  provides. 
It  leaves  it  to  the  House,  and  the  reor- 
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ganization  plan  will  go  through  unless 
the  House  says  it  should  not. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  VORYS.  In  that  way  the  Mem¬ 
bers  who  have  been  fearful  concerning 
favored  organizations  will  have  their 
chance  if  their  organization  is  to  be  dam¬ 
aged  to  have  their  say  before  the  House 
and  we  c£h  thus  preserve  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  House  in  legislation. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
right.  If  the  friends  of  the  Engineers  or 
of  any  other  group  think  that  some¬ 
thing  is  going  to  be  done  to  their  pet,  if 
you  want  to  describe  it  that  way,  or  |f 
you  want  to  express  it  more  accurately, 
if  something  is  going  to  be  done  which 
they  think  should  not  be  done,  then  the 
House  can  vote  it  down.  It  can  just  say, 
“We  do  not  approve  of  that  legislation.” 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  Will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH.  In  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  this  amendment,  any  plan  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  President,  approved  by  the 
Senate,  or  a  plan  in  respect  to  which  the 
Senate  took  no  action  whatever,  would 
become  the  law  of  the  land,  even  if  every 
Member  of  this  body  were  opposed  to  it? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
right.  The  House  might  vote  unani¬ 
mously  to  reject  a  plan  and  yet  unless 
this  amendment  goes  through  it  would 
be  the  law  of  the  land  if  the  other  body 
did  not  act. 

I  am  just  asking  for  half  a  loaf,  and 
for  the  support  of  those  who  advised  me 
to  take  this  course. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man]  has  expired. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,'  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairmanr  I  am  going  to  tell  a 
story  that  I  think  will  illustrate  the 
point  that  this  amendment  simply 
ruins  the  effectiveness  of  this  bill. 

A  certain  colored  man  down  in  Geor¬ 
gia  had  caught  a  large  channel  catfish. 
Let  me  say  to  you  that  unless  you  have 
eaten  a  channel  cat,  freshly  caught  and 
fried  in  deep  fat,  and  unless  you  have 
had  some  hushpuppies  to  go  along  with 
it,  you  do  not  know  what  real  eating 
is.  Well,  this  colored  gentleman  had 
caught  a  big  catfish  and  he  was  trying  to 
skin  that  catfish.  The  catfish  was 
floundering  around,  and  finally  finned 
him.  The  colored  man  said,  “Catfish, 
what  are  you  trying  to  do?”  He  said, 
“Quit  that  floppin’  around.”  He  said,  “I 
ain’t  trying  to  do  a  thing  but  gut  you.” 

The  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hoffman]  is  not  trying  to  do  a  thing 
but  gut  this  bill.  . 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Of 
course,  after  he  guts  the  catfish  nobody 
is  going  to  eat  it. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Now,  my  friend  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man],  asked  me  in  the  debate  earlier 
in  the  day  why  it  was  that  Congress  itself 
could  not  reorganize  the  executive  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Government,  and  he  agreed 
with  me  that  I  was  right  when  I  said 


that  these  executive  agencies  and  their 
friends  gang  up  on  them.  Now,  you  are 
making  it  possible  for  them  to  gang  up 
now,  and  they  will  not  have  to  fool  with 
us  in  the  House  at  all.  They  will  simply 
gang  up  over  in  the  Senate  where  there 
are  only  96  men  to  try  to  influence,  and 
they  will  give  us  the  go-by  sure  enough. 

If  you  want  to  hinder  reorganization, 
if  you  want  to  block  it  and  stop  it,  al¬ 
though  you  say  you  are  for  it,  then  you 
should  vote  for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANHAM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  In  my  opinion, 
irrespective  of  the  fact  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  has  .offered  his 
amendment  in  good  faith,  in  my  opinion 
the  adoption  of  this  amendment  for  all 
practical  purposes,  would  mean  the  in¬ 
effective  operation  of  anx^organization 
bill.  This  amendment  was  very  seri¬ 
ously  considered  in  the  committee. 
Furthermore,  the  last  reorganization 
bill  carried  substantially  the  same  provi¬ 
sion  as  is  contained  in  this  bill.  Agree¬ 
ing  with  my  friend  in  his  unique  story 
about  gutting  the  catfish,  this  amend¬ 
ment,  while  not  intended  as  such,  will 
bring  about  the  result  that  this  bill  will 
be  gutted.  I  hope  the  amendment  will 
be  defeated. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  It  will  be  gutted  just 
the  same. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Lanham] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  amendment  we 
are  faced  with  the  real  question  of 
whether  or  not  we  want  to  continue  the 
long-standing  and  tested  legislative  pro¬ 
cedure,  whereby  no  action  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  Congress  is  taken  without  the 
approval  of  both  Houses  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Nothing  else  ever  becomes  law 
or  goes  into  effect  unless  both  Houses  of 
Congress  approve.  Why  should  a  re¬ 
organization  plan?  A  hundred  bills  a 
year  are  passed  by  this  House  which  are 
not  adopted  by  the  other  body,  and,  of 
course,  they  do  not  become  law.  The 
same  is  true  of  bills  passed  by  the  other 
body  but  not  by  us.  But  under  this  bill 
as  it  now  stands  the  President  and  one 
House  of  Congress  can  legislate,  even 
though  the  other  House  expressly  dis¬ 
approves.  It  seems  to  me  that  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  principle  that  is  an  extremely  un¬ 
wise  thing  to  do.  I  do  not  believe  any 
piece  of  legislation  ought  to  be  put  into 
effect  if  one  House  disapproves.  Do  you? 
Does  anybody  really  want  a  piece  of 
legislation  to  go  through  that  one  House 
of  Congress  is  opposed  to? 

Under  this  amendment  the  President 
sends  down  his  bill  with  a  plan  for  re¬ 
organization.  After  60  days  it  auto¬ 
matically  goes  into  effect  unless  one 
House  passes  a  resolution  disapproving. 
If  one  House  passes  such  a  resolution, 
that  does  not  kill  the  plan;  it  merely 
returns  it  to  the  President  for  him  to 
make  such  modifications  as  will  remove 
our  objections.  The  debates  here  will  tell 
him  what  part  of  the  plan  we  do  not 
like.  He  revises  it  and  sends  it  back  to 
us.  It  is  precisely  like  the  way  we  handle 


a  conference  report.  If  we  do  not  like 
any  part  of  a  conference  report,  we  reject 
it  and  it  goes  back  to  conference;  the 
conferees  revise  it  and  bring  it  back  until 
we  can  let  it  become  law. 

Three  years  ago,  when  I  was  privileged 
to  be  a  member  of  this  great  Committee 
on  Expenditures,  I  offered  this  same 
amendment  in  the  last  Reorganization 
Act,  and  it  came  within  14  votes  of  win¬ 
ning.  It  came  up  late  in  the  session, 
later  even  than  today,  and  we  did  not 
have  a  chance  to  explain  it  fully.  I  do 
not  see  how  anybody  can  rightly  object 
to  this  when  he  understands  it.  Surely 
we  do  not  want  to  delegate  to  one  House 
of  Congress  and  the  President  the  power 
to  enact  laws. 

Under  this  legislation  we  do  not  au¬ 
thorize  the  President  to  reorganize;  we 
authorize  him  to  prepare  a  plan  of  re¬ 
organization.  He  is  in  better  position 
than  we  to  prepare  a  plan.  We  want  the 
President  to  take  the  lead — he  has  to — in 
suggesting  specific  reorganization  steps. 
But  reorganization  is  a  legislative  func¬ 
tion  and  therefore  our  responsibility. 
We  cannot  rightly  delegate  to  somebody 
else  that  responsibility  without  having  a 
chance  to  look  at  it  and  have  the  final 
say  before  he  can  issue  orders  to  put  it 
into  effect.  Under  the  amendment,  if 
either  body  for  whatever  reason  seems  to 
it  adequate  decides  to  pass^i  resolution 
within  60  days  disapproving  the  par¬ 
ticular  plan  the  President  has  submitted, 
it  goes  back  to  him,  he  reworks  it,  brings 
it  back  in  better  form  and  it  goes 
through. 

The  amendment  cannot  possibly  gut 
the  bill.  It  merely  sticks  to  the  basic 
system  of  government  that  we  have  had 
in  this  Republic  for  more  than  a  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifty  years  whereby  the  two 
Houses  of  Congress  and  the  President 
legislate,  not  the  President  and  one 
House  of  Congress.  What  is  wrong  with 
that? 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  If  the  amendment  is 
not  adopted  it  means,  does  it  not,  in  ef¬ 
fect  that  one  House  of  Congress  and  the 
President  alone  can  legislate  without  the 
other  House?  ' 

Mr.  JUDD.  Precisely;  and  that  is 
exactly  what  I  believe  ought  not  to  be 
done.  If  I  felt  sure  the  President  would 
always  send  us  what  I  personally  would 
regard  as  the  best  reorganization  plans 
ever  devised,  I  still  would  be  opposed  to 
a  system  where  the  House  could  not  hold 
it  up  if  a  majority  should  think  it  un¬ 
wise. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  the  first  time 
this  particular  amendment  has  been  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House,  when  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  was  proposed.  This  language 
which  we  have  in  the  pending  bill  is  the 
same  language  that  was  passed  in  the 
1939  Reorganization  Act  and  the  1945 
Reorganization  Act.  Now,  I  am  going 
back  further,  to  the  act  of  1932,  when 
Mr.  Hoover  was  the  President  and 
his  Attorney  General  was  William  B. 
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Mitchell.  In  discussing  this  particular 
amendment  which  has  been  offered  here 
today,  it  said: 

If  either  branch  of  the  Congress  within 
such  60  calendar  days  shall  pass  a  resolution 
disapproving  of  such  Executive  order  or  any 
part  thereof,  such  Executive  order  shall  be¬ 
come  null  and  void  to  the  extent  of  such 
disapproval. 

In  discussing  that  particular  amend¬ 
ment,  he  said: 

It  must  be  assumed  that  the  functions  of 
the  President  under  this  act  were  Executive 
in  their  nature  or  they  could  not  have  been 
constitutionally  conferred  upon  him;  and  so 
there  was  set  up  a  method  by  which  one 
house  of  Congress  might  disapprove  Execu¬ 
tive  action.  No  one  would  question  the 
power  of  Congress  to  provide  for  delay  in 
the  execution  of  such,  an  administrative 
order,  or  its  power  to  withdraw  the  authority 
to  make  that  order  provided  the  withdrawal 
takes  the  form  of  legislation.  But  to  at¬ 
tempt  to  give  either  house  of  Congress  by 
action  which  is  not  legislative  power  to  dis¬ 
approve  administrative  acts  raises  a  grave 
question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  entire  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  act  of  June  30,  1932,  for  execu¬ 
tive  reorganization  of  the  governmental 
functions. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JUDD.  But  the  situation  he  was 
describing  was  not  at  all  comparable  to 
the  one  we  are  discussing.  He  ruled  that 
it  was  probably  unconstitutional  for  one 
house  of  Congress  to  make  null  and  void 
an  Executive  order  issued  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  I  agree.  But  this  bill  does 
permit  Congress  to  nullify  Executive 
orders,  it  does  not  in  the  first  instance 
authorize  the  President  to  issue  orders 
effecting  reorganization  and  then  sub¬ 
mit  the  orders  to  Congress  for  approval 
or  disapproval.  It  authorizes  him  to 
prepare  a  plan  and  submit  that  to  Con¬ 
gress.  He  will  have  issued  no  orders. 
We  will  merely  be  enacting  or  not  en¬ 
acting  into  law  the  plan  he  submits. 
Only  after  60  days  have  gone  by  without 
disapproval  of  the  plan  by  the  Congress 
does  the  plan  become  law  and  he  have 
authority  to  issue  Executive  orders.  We 
debated  that  when  reorganization  was 
under  consideration  in  1945,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr.  Sumners, 
the  eminent  jurist  who  was  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  said  the 
two  situations  were  not  alike.  He  said: 

Attorney  General  Mitchell  rendered  an 
opinion  that  an  Executive  order  made  under 
the  grant  of  legislative  power  could  not  be 
vacated  or  set  aside  by  any  congressional 
action  short  of  legislation.  It  is  perfectly 
apparent  to  the  Membership  of  the  House 
that  this  bill  was  drawn  with  the  view  of 
naming  the  President  as  the  ministerial 
agent  of  the  House  rather  than  vesting  in 
him  legislative  power,  and  therefore  the  pro¬ 
vision  contained  in  this  bill  whereby  Con¬ 
gress  may  vacate  any  action  taken  by  the 
President  by  concurrent  resolution  Is  per¬ 
fectly  valid,  because  it  is  a  condition  subse¬ 
quent  and  is  a  part  of  the  law  itself. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  realize  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  position  and  he  has  had  5  min¬ 
utes  to  sustain  it. 

Mr.  JUDD.  But  the  situations  are  not 
similar. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  There  is  some  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the 
amendment  which  has  been  offered.  The 


House  by  its  action  today  will  confer 
upon  the  President  certain  powers,  dele¬ 
gating  him  to  do  certain  things  within 
limits.  No  one  has  attacked  the  consti¬ 
tutionality  of  that.  Likewise  when  the 
plan  comes  back  to  the  Congress  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  two  Houses  in  disapproving  it 
just  as  important  as  the  action  of  two 
Houses  in  approving.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  does  exactly  what  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Lanham]  said, 
in  my  opinion.  You  know,  you  can  al¬ 
ways  get  one  side  of  the  Congress  to 
agree  for  certain  reasons  to  obstruct 
an  act. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Does  the  gentleman  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  wise  for  legislation  to  be  passed 
that  one  House  of  Congress  disapproves? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  That  one  House  of 
Congress  disapproves? 

Mr.  JUDD.  Yes;  the  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  President  will  be  empow¬ 
ered  to  carry  out  the  plaji  and  to  issue 
directives  and  orders  under  the  plan  only 
if  within  60  days  neither  House  has  dis¬ 
approved.  If  neither  House  has  disap¬ 
proved,  it  goes  on  its  way.  If  one  House 
disapproves  within  60  days  he  has  to  take 
the  plan  back. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  You  are  conferring 
upon  one  House  legislative  functions  in 
fact. 

Mr.  JUDD.  No;  we  are  preventing  one 
House  alone  from  exercising  legislative 
functions. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Under  the  bill  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  committee  it  requires  the 
action  of  both  Houses  to  diS&pprove. 

Mr.  JUDD.  That  is  true.  But  many 
of  us  believe  we  should  stick  to  the  basic 
system  in  our  Constitution  under  which 
action  can  be  taken  under  the  authority 
of  the  Congress  only  if  both  Houses  ap¬ 
prove — that  is,  if  neither  disapproves. 
Let  me  read  you  what  the  gentleman 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Cox]  said  when  this 
was  before  us  previously: 

If  it  is  within  the  competency  of  Congress 
to  provide  for  vacating  a  plan  that  might  be 
submitted  under  the  bill  by  the  President,  by 
a  concurrent  resolution,  it  is  of  course  equal¬ 
ly  within  the  right  of  Congress  to  provide 
that  the  order  might  be  vacated  by  a  simple 
resolution  of  either  body. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  that  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
stand  behind  the  committee  on  this  and 
vote  down  the  amendment  as  it  will  nul¬ 
lify  the  whole  act. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

[Mr.  HINSHAW  addressed  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  His  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Judd)  there 
were — ayes  95,  noes  142. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  WADSWORTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  may  return  to  page  6  of  the  bill 
in  order  that  I  may  offer  a  correcting 
amendment  which  is  not  at  all  hostile  to 
the  purposes  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 


There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wadsworth: 
On  page  6,  line  1,  after  the  word  “for”  strike 
out  the  words  “winding  up”  and  insert  the 
word  "terminating.” 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
committee  accepts  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  a  further  amendment. 
Since  debate  will  undoubtedly  not  change 
any  votes,  I  ask  for  a  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  upon  the  conclusion  of  its  reading. 

The  Clerk  read  as  fellows;. 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan:  On  page  8,  in  line  3  of  subsection 
(c)  of  section  6,  after  the  semicolon  follow¬ 
ing  the  word  “it”,  strike  out  the  words  “but 
only  if”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  words 
“provided  that”  and  in  line  5,  strike  out  the 
word  “not”  and  in  line  6  strike  out  the  word 
“not.”  In  line  7  after  the  word  “plan”  strike 
out  the  period,  insert  a  semicolon  and  add  the 
following  words,  “provided  further  that  the 
Congress  shall,  within  such  60-day  period, 
either  approve  or  disapprove  of  such  reor¬ 
ganization  plan.” 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  sun¬ 
dry  amendments,  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  amendments  be  agreed  to 
and  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Harris,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  2361)  to  provide  for  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  of  Government  agencies,  and  for 
other  purposes,  had  directed  him  to  re¬ 
port  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with  sun¬ 
dry  amendments,  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  amendments  be  agreed  to 
and  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
thej-pngvious  question  on  the  bill  and  all 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote  de¬ 
manded  on  any  amendment?  If  not,  the 
Chair  will  put  them  in  gross. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  offer  a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  am, 
Mr.  Speaker*. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  moves  that  the 
bill  be  recommitted  to  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 
with  instructions  to  report  the  bill  back  to 
the  House  forthwith  with  the  following 
amendment:  On  page  8,  after  the  word  “by” 
strike  out  the  words  “the  two  Houses  a  con¬ 
current”  and  insert  the  words  “either  House 
a”;  and  in  line  6  strike  out  the  words  “the 
Congress”  and  Insert  the  word  “it.” 
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Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  356,  nays  9,  not  voting  68,  as 
follows : 

[Roll  No.  5] 

YEAS— 356 


Abernethy 

Dague 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Addonizio 

Davies,  N.  Y. 

Holifield 

Albert 

Davis,  Ga. 

Holmes 

Allen,  Calif. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Hope 

Allen,  Ill. 

Davis,  Wls. 

Horan 

Allen,  La. 

Dawson 

Howell 

Andersen, 

Deane 

Huber 

H.  Carl 

DeGraffenrled 

Hull 

Anderson,  Calif.  Delaney 

Irving 

Andresen. 

Denton 

Jackson,  Calif. 

August  H. 

D ’Ewart 

Jackson,  Wash. 

Andrews 

Dollinger 

Jacobs 

Angell 

Dolliver 

James 

Arends 

Dondero 

Javits 

Aspinall 

Donohue 

Jenison 

Auchincloss 

Doughton 

Jenkins 

Bailey 

Douglas 

Jennings 

Barden 

Doyle 

Jensen 

Baring 

Durham 

Johnson 

Barrett,  Pa. 

Eberharter 

Jones,  Ala. 

Barrett  Wyo. 

Elliott 

Jones,  Mo. 

Bates,  Ky. 

Elston 

Jones,  N.  C. 

Bates,  Mass. 

Engle,  Calif. 

Judd 

Battle 

Evins 

Karst 

Beall 

Fallon 

Karsten 

Beckworth 

Feighan 

Kearney 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Fellows 

Kearns 

Bentsen 

Fenton 

Keating 

Biemiiler 

Fernandez 

Kelley 

Bishop 

Fisher 

Keogh 

Blatnik 

Flood 

Kerr 

Boggs,  Del. 

Fogarty 

Kllburn 

Boggs,  La. 

Forand 

Kilday 

Bolling 

Ford 

King 

Bolton,  Md. 

Frazier 

Kirwan 

Bolton,  Ohio 

Fugate 

Klein 

Bonner 

Furcolo 

Kruse 

Bosone 

Gamble 

Kunkel 

Boykin 

Garmatz 

Lane 

Bramblett 

Gathings 

Lanham 

Breen 

Gavin 

Larcade 

Brehm 

Gillette 

LeCompte 

Brooks 

Gilmer 

LeFevre  iSfei 

Brown,  Ga. 

Golden 

Lemke 

Brown,  Ohio 

Goodwin 

Leslnskl 

Bryson 

Gordon 

Lind 

Buchanan 

Gorskl,  Ill. 

Linehan 

Buckley,  Ill. 

Gorskl,  N.  Y. 

Lodge 

Burke 

Gossett 

Lovre 

Burleson 

Graham 

Lucas 

Burnside 

Granahan 

Lyle 

Burton 

Granger 

Lynch 

Byrnes,  Wls. 

Grant 

McConnell 

Camp 

Green 

McCormack 

Cannon 

Gregory 

McCulloch 

Carlyle 

Gross 

McDonough 

Carnahan 

Gwinn 

McGrath 

Carroll 

Hagen 

McGregor 

Case,  N.  J. 

Hale 

McGuire 

Cavalcante 

Hall, 

McKinnon 

Chatham 

Edwin  Arthur  McMillan,  S.  C. 

Chelf 

Hall, 

McMillen,  Ill.* 

Chesney 

Leonard  W. 

McSweeney 

Christopher 

Halleck 

Mack,  HI. 

Chudoff 

Hand 

Mack,  Wash. 

Church 

Harden 

Madden 

Clemente 

Hardy 

Magee 

Clevenger 

Hare 

Mahon 

Coffey 

Harris 

Mansfield 

Cole,  Kans. 

Hart 

Marcantonlo 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Harvey 

Marsalis 

Colmer 

Havenner 

Marshall 

Combs 

Hays,  Ark. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Cooley 

Hays,  Ohio 

Merrow 

Cooper 

Hubert 

Mlchener 

Corbett 

Hedrick 

Miller,  Calif. 

Cotton 

Heffernan 

Miller,  Md. 

Crawford 

Herlong 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Crook 

Heselton 

Mills 

Crosser 

Hlnshaw 

Mitchell 

Cunningham 

Hobbs 

Monroney 

Curtis 

Hoeven 

Morgan 

Morris 

Rabaut 

Taylor 

Morrison 

Rains 

Teague 

Morton 

Ramsay 

Thomas,  Tex. 

Moulder 

Redden 

Thompson 

Multer 

Reed,  Ill. 

Thornberry 

Murdock 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Tollefson 

Murphy 

Rees 

Trimble 

Murray,  Tenn. 

Regan 

Underwood 

Nicholson 

Rhodes 

Van  Zandt 

Nixon 

Ribicoff 

Vinson 

Noland 

Rich 

Vorys 

Norblad 

Richards 

Vursell 

Norrell 

Riehlman 

Wadsworth 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

Rodino 

Wagner 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Walter 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Weichel 

O’Neill 

Rooney 

Welch,  Mo. 

O'Sullivan 

Sadowskl 

Werdel 

O’Toole 

St.  George 

Wheeler 

Pace 

Sanborn 

White,  Calif. 

Passman 

Sasscer 

Whitten 

Patman 

Scrlvner 

Wickersham 

Patten 

Scudder 

Wlgglesworth 

Patterson 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Williams 

Perkins 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Willis 

Peterson 

Sims 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Pfeiffer, 

Smathers 

Wilson,  Okla. 

William  L. 

Smith,  Kans. 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Philbin 

Spence 

Winstead 

Phillips,  Calif. 

Staggers 

Withrow 

Phillips,  Tenn. 

Stanley 

Wolverton 

Pickett 

Steed 

Wood 

Poage 

Stefan 

Woodhouse 

Polk 

Stigler 

Woodruff 

Poulson 

Sullivan 

Worley 

Preston 

Sutton 

Yates 

Price 

Tackett 

Zablockl 

Priest 

Talle 

Quinn 

Tauriello 

NAYS— 9 

Mason 

O’Konskl 

Short 

Nelson 

Rankin 

Taber 

O'Hara,  Minn. 

Shafer 

Wolcott 

NOT  VOTING— 

-68 

Abbitt 

Herter 

Sadlak 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hill 

Scott,  Hardie 

Blackney 

* Hoffman,  Mich. 

Saott, 

Bland 

Jonas 

Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Bloom 

Kean 

Secrest 

Buckley,  N.  Y. 

Kee 

Sheppard 

Bulwinkle 

Keefe 

Sikes 

Burdick 

Kennedy 

Smith,  Ohio 

Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Latham 

Smith,  Va. 

Canfield 

Lichtenwalter 

Smith,  Wis. 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

McCarthy 

Somers 

Celler 

Macy 

Stockman 

Chiperfield 

Martin,  Iowa 

Thomas,  N.  J. 

Coudert 

Meyer 

Towe 

Cox 

Miles 

Velde 

Davenport 

Murray,  Wls. 

Walsh 

Dingell 

Norton 

Welcli  Calif. 

Eaton 

Pfeifer, 

Whitaker 

Ellsworth 

Joseph  L. 

White,  Idaho 

Engel,  Mich. 

Plumley 

Whittington 

Fulton 

Potter 

Wier 

Gary 

Powell 

Young 

Gore 

Rivers 

Harrison 

Sabath 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Additional  general  pairs: 

Mrs.  Norton  with  Mr.  Canfield. 

Mr.  Gary  with  Mr.  Kean. 

Mr.  Secrest  with  Mr.  Macy. 

Mr.  Joseph  L.  Pfeifer  with  Mr.  Towe. 

Mr.  Sheppard  with  Mr.  Hugh  D.  Scott,  Jr. 
Mr.  Kennedy  with  Mr.  Sadlak. 

Mr.  Byrne  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Coudert. 
Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Lichtenwalter. 

Mr.  Bennett  of  Florida  with  Mr.  Meyer. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Potter. 

Mr.  Sikes  with  Mr.  Hardie  Scott. 

Mr.  Whitaker  with  Mr.  Jonas. 

Mr.  Dingell  with  Mr.  Blackney. 

Mr.  Cox  with  Mr.  Chiperfield. 

Mr.  Harrison  with  Mr.  Eaton. 

Mr.  Somers  with  Mr.  Ellsworth. 

Mr.  Whittington  with  Mr.  Engel  of  Michi¬ 
gan. 

Mr.  Young  with  Mr.  Case,  of  South  Dakota. 
Mr.  McCarthy  with  Mr.  Latham. 

Mr.  Kee  with  Mr.  Plumley. 

Mr.  Gore  with  Mr.  Stockman. 

Mr.  Bloom  with  Mr.  Velde. 

Mr.  Buckley  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Welch 
of  California. 


Mr.  Rivers  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Sabath  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Wisconsin. 
Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia  with  Mr.  Herter. 
Mr.  Bulwinkle  with  Mr.  Keefe. 

Mr.  Abbitt  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  Bland  with  Mr.  Murray  of  Wisconsin. 
Mr.  White  of  Idaho  with  Mr.  Hill. 

Mr.  Davenport  with  Mr.  Fulton. 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

mrmmmmmmmm 


mrnnmmp 

Mr.  PHILBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  as 
manimous  consent  to  address  the  Hou, 
ffor  1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection,  to 
lithe  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ml  s- 
.|sachusetts? 

J  There  was  no  objection. 

CARDINAL  MINDSZENTY 

Mr.  fefflLBIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  le 
|  longer  tolerate  the  bestial,  un 
*  conduct  or  the  Soviets  and  their  - 
|We  cannot  afford  longer  to  app> 


s  no 
ilized 
ppets. 
se  and 


temporize  with  palpable  conspiracies 
against  th|s  Nation  and  the  caifse  of  hu¬ 
man  freedfgn  everywhere. 

Shall  no  voice  of  protest  bef  raised  by 
this  Governtpent  against  thi^atest  out¬ 
rage  against  Christianity  Epd  democ¬ 
racy?  We  should  officially  protest  this 
persecution,  Ihis  unspeakable  cruelty. 
If  protests  a>|e  unheeded  we  should 
promptly  withdraw  diplomatic  recogni- 
i  tion.  The  timl^has  com#  to  act  in  de¬ 
fense  of  our  freedoms  aq/d  security. 


EXTENSIC 


OF 


SMARKS 


was  given  per- 
1  remarks  in  the 
two  newspaper 


Mr.  YATES  asked  ar 
mission  to  extend  his 
Record  and  incllj 
articles. 

Mr.  BARRETT  of|£  ennsylvania  asked 
and  was  given  permftpion  to  extend  his 
remarks  in  the  R^c%d  and  include  a 
speech. 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI /ask&i  and  was  given 
permission  to  extj&id  h%  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  incline  a  Evolution  and  an 
editorial. 

Mr.  SADOWSKl  askediand  was  given 
permisison  to  extend  his  ifemarks  in  the 
Record  in  three  instance^  and  include 
t  excerpts  and  ^solutions. 

asked  and  wa 
tend  his  remf 
nclude  an  add! 


Mr.  POAG: 
mission  to 
Record  an 
|  livered 
Mr. 

permissio: 
remarks 
Mr.  D 
,  permissi 


TAC 


given  per¬ 
ks  in  the 
ss  he  de- 


TT  asked  and  Was  given 
to  revise  and  extend  his 
ade  on  H.  R.  2361. 

OHUE  asked  and  wSj;  given 
to  extend  his  remarks^  in  the 
RECORDimd  include  a  resolution  % 

Mr.  SjpORT  asked  and  was  give^j  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  rejnarks  in  the 
Recor#  and  include  three  editorials 
Mr  JBHAFER  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  %he 
Record. 

Mjt.  POULSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  tbe 
Record  and  include  a  statement  fro& 
th|  Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California  asked  and^ 
;Was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re- 
j  marks  in  the  Record  and  include  an 
f  editorial  from  the  Saturday  Evening 
pR’ost. 
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H.  R.  2361 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  8, 1949 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 

Departments 


AN  ACT 

To  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I 

4  SHORT  TITLE 

5  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reorganiza- 

6  tion  Act  of  1949”. 

7  NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

,8  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine  and  from  time 
9  to  time  reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of  the 

10  Government  and  shall  determine  what  changes  therein  are 

11  necessary  to  accomplish  the  following  purposes: 
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(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws, 
the  more  effective  management  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  of  its  agencies  and  functions, 
and  the  expeditious  administration  of  the  public  business; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy, 
to  the  fullest  extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Government; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of 
the  Government  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable ; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies 
and  functions  of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  he, 
according  to  major  purposes; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  con¬ 
solidating  those  having  similar  functions  under  a  single 
head,  and  to  abolish  such  agencies  or  functions  thereof 
as  may  not  he  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of 
the  Government;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of 
effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest 
demands  the  carrying  out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  and  that  such  purposes  may  he  accomplished  in 
great  measure  by  proceeding  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  and  can  he  accomplished  more  speedily  thereby  than 
by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 
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REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation, 
finds  that — 

(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  any  other 
agency;  or 

(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
of  any  agency;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  functions  thereof,  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
any  other  agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part  of 
any  agency  or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other  part 
of  the  same  agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any 
of  his  functions ;  or 

(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency  which  agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon  the 
taking  effect  of  the  reorganization  plan  will  not  have, 
any  functions, 

is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of 
section  2  (a) ,  he  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the 
making  of  the  reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has  made  find- 
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ings  and  which  he  includes  in  the  plan,  and  transmit  such 
plan  (bearing  an  identifying  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each  reorgani¬ 
zation  included  in  the  plan,  lie  has  found  that  such  reorgani¬ 
zation  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes 
of  section  2  (a).  The  delivery  to  both  Houses  shall  be  on 
the  same  day  and  shall  be  made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in 
session.  The  President,  in  his  message  transmitting  a  re¬ 
organization  plan,  shall  specify  with  respect  to  each  abolition 
of  a  function  included  in  the  plan  the  statutory  authority  for 
the  exercise  of  such  function. 

OTHER  CONTEXTS  OF  PLANS 
Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the 
President  under  section  3 — 

( 1 )  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary,  the  name  of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  and  the  title  of  its  head;  and  shall  designate  the 
name  of  any  agency  resulting  from  a  reorganization 
and  the  title  of  its  head ; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment 
and  compensation  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other 
officers  of  any  agency  (including  an  agency  resulting 
from  a  consolidation  or  other  type  of  reorganization)  if 
the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message  transmitting  the 
plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization  made 
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by  the  plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so 
provided  for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  he  a  com¬ 
mission  or  board  with  two  or  more  members.  In  the 
case  of  any  such  appointment  the  term  of  office  shall 
not  be  fixed  at  more  than  four  years,  the  compensa¬ 
tion  shall  not  be  at  a  rate  in  excess  of  that  found 
by  the  President  to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable 
officers  in  the  executive  branch,  and,  if  the  appointment 
is  not  under  the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other 
disposition  of  the  records,  property,  and  personnel 
affected  by  any  reorganization ; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other 
funds,  available  for  use  in  connection  with  any  function 
or  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  as  lie  deems 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for  use  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorganization, 
or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such  func¬ 
tions  after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such 
unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be  used  only 
for  the  purposes  for  which  such  appropriation  was 
originally  made ; 
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*'  i 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  terminating  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWEKS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for, 
and  no  reorganzation  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect 
of —  - 

( 1 )  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  depart¬ 
ment  or  all  the  functions  thereof,  establishing  any  new 
executive  department,  designating  any  agency  as  “De¬ 
partment”  or  its  head  as  “Secretary”,  or  consolidating 
any  two  or  more  executive  departments  or  all  the  func¬ 
tions  thereof;  oi¬ 
ls)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period  au¬ 
thorized  by  law  for  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time 
when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization 
had  not  been  made ;  or 

(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period 
authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time 
when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization  had 
not  been  made;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  func¬ 
tion  which  is  not  expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time 
the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress;  or 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


7 


(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that 
provided  by  law  for  such  office;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other 
agency  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  or  all  those  functions  thereof  which  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing  said  government  or  all 
said  functions. 

(b)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  affecting  any  agency  named  below  in  this  subsection 
may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which  does  not 
affect  such  agency;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not 
apply  to  the  transfer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any 
part  of,  or  the*  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any 
agency  not  so  named.  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in 
violation  of  this  subsection.  The  agencies  above  referred  to 
in  this  subsection  are  as  follows:  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment,  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Deserve  System, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission,  Bailroad  Retirement  Board,  National  Media¬ 
tion  Board,  and  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATIONS 


Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pur¬ 
suant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of  the 
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reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of 
the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days,  of  continuous  session 
of  the  Congress,  following  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is 
transmitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of  trans¬ 
mittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  sixty-day  period  there  has 
not  been  passed  by  the  two  Houses  a  concurrent  resolution 
stating  in  substance  that  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the 
reorganization  plan. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

( 1 )  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as 
broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die; 
but 

(2)  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day  period 
there  shall  be  excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House 
is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than 
three  days  to  a  day  certain;  except  that  if  a  resolution 
(as  defined  in  section  202)  with  respect  to  such  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  has  been  passed  by  one  House  and  sent 
to  the  other,  no  exclusion  under  this  paragraph  shall 
be  made  by  reason  of  adjournments  of  the  first  House 
taken  thereafter. 

(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under  provisions 
contained  in  the  plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later  than 
the  date  on  which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 
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DEFINITION  OF 


“AGENCY 


99 


Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “agency” 
means  any  executive  department,  commission,  council,  in¬ 
dependent  establishment,  Government  corporation,  hoard, 
bureau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  authority,  adminis¬ 
tration  or  other  establishment,  in  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government,  and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the 
courts  thereof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  or  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  which  are  a  part  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government. 


MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 
Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “reor¬ 
ganization”  means  any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination, 
authorization,  or  abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 


SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or 
performed  in  respect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function  af¬ 
fected  by  a  reorganization  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
before  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization,  shall,  except 
to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made  in¬ 
applicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition 
of  a  function,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization 
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had  not  been  made;  but  where  any  such  statute,  regulation, 
or  other  action  has  vested  the  function  in  the  agency  from 
which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such  function  shall,  in¬ 
sofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective, 
be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the 
function  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the 
term  “regulation  or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule, 
order,  policy,  determination,  directive,  authorization,  permit, 
privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or  other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  com¬ 
menced  by  or  against  the  head  of  any  agency  or  other  officer 
of  the  United  States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation  to 
the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall  abate  by  reason  of  the 
taking  effect  of  any  reorganization  plan  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or  supplemental 
petition  filed  at  any  time  within  twelve  months  after  such 
reorganization  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a 
survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  to  obtain  a 
settlement  of  the  questions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be 
maintained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such  head  or  officer 
under  the  reorganization  effected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there 
be  no  such  successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer  as  the 
President  shall  designate. 
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UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  10  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropria¬ 
tions  unexpended  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  shall 
not  be  used  for  any  purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall  take 
effect  shall  be  printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same 
volume  as  the  public  laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted 
by  the  Congress: 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making  power  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  respective^,  and 
as  such  they  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each 
House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the 
procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House  in  the  case  of  reso¬ 
lutions  (as  defined  in  section  202)  ;  and  such  rules  shall 
supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  incon¬ 
sistent  therewith;  and 

(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of 
either  House  to  change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the 
procedure  in  such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner 
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and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of 
such  House. 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  “resolution” 
means  only  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  two  Houses  of 
Congress,  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as 
follows:  “That  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  numbered  - transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

President  on - ,  19 — .”,  the  blank  spaces  therein 

being  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  include  a  concurrent 
resolution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 
plan  shall  be  referred  to  a  committee  (and  all  resolutions 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the  same 
committee)  by  the  President  of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been 
referred  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan 
has  not  reported  it  before  the  expiration  of  ten  calendar 
days  after  its  introduction  (or,  in  the  case  of  a  resolution 
received  from  the  other  House,  ten  calendar  days  after  its 
receipt) ,  it  shall  then  (but  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move 
either  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  such  resolution,  or  to  discharge  the  committee  from 
further  consideration  of  any  other  resolution  with  respect 
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to  such  reorganization  plan  which  has  been  referred  to  the 
committee. 

(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favor¬ 
ing  the  resolution,  shall  he  highly  privileged  (except  that 
it  may  not  be  made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a 
resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan), 
and  debate  thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  one 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and  those 
opposing  the  resolution.  No  amendment  to  such  motion 
shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or 
disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed 
to,  such  motion  may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion 
to  discharge  the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or  has 
been  discharged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time 
thereafter  be  in  order  ( even  though  a  previous  motion  to  the 
same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to  move  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion  shall  be 
highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amend¬ 
ment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be 


14 


1  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  mo- 

2  tion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

3  (b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  limited  to  not 

4  to  exceed  ten  hours,  which  shall  be  equally  divided  between 

5  those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion 

6  further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amend- 

7  ment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolution  shall  be  in 

8  order,  and  it  shall  not  he  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider 

9  the  vote  by  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

10  Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with  re- 

11  spect  to  the  discharge  from  committee,  or  the  considera- 

12  tion  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and 

13  all  motions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  other  business, 

14  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

15  (b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating 

16  to  tlie  application  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House 

17  of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure 

18  relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan 

19  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

20  Sec;  207.  If,  prior  to  the  passage  .by  one  House  of  a 

21  resolution  of  that  House  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 

22  plan,  such  House  receives  from  the  other  House  a  resolution 

23  with  respect  to  the  same  plan,  then — 

24  (a)  If  no  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 

25  such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee,  no  other  resolution 
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with  respect  to  the  same  plan  may  be  reported  or  (despite 
the  provisions  of  section  204  (a)  )  be  made  the  subject  of 
a  motion  to  discharge. 

(b)  If  a  resolution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  has  been  referred  to  committee — 

(1)  the  procedure  with  respect  to  that  or  other 
resolutions  of  such  House  with  respect  to  such  plan 
which  have  been  referred  to  committee  shall  be  the 
same  as  if  no  resolution  from  the  other  House  with 
respect  to  such  plan  had  been  received;  but 

(2)  on  any  vote  on  final  passage  of  a  resolution 
of  the  first  House  with  respect  to  such  plan  the  resolu¬ 
tion  from  the  other  House  with  respect  to  such  plan 
shall  be  automatically  substituted  for  the  resolution  of 
the  first  House. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  February  7,  1949. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  526 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  17, 1949 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments  and 

ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Johnson  of  Colorado  (for 
himself  and  Mr.  Maybank)  to  the  bill  (S.  526)  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and 
for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  7,  between  lines  5  and  6 
insert  the  following  new  subsection: 

1  (b)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganiza- 

2  tion  affecting  any  agency  named  below  in  this  subsection 

3  may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which  affects  any 

4  agency  not  so  named;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall 

5  not  apply  to  the  transfer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any 

6  part  of,  or  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any 

7  agency  not  so  named.  No  provision  contained  in  the  reor- 

.8  ganization  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan 

2-17-49 - C 
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1  is  in  violation  of  this  subsection.  The  agencies  above  re- 

© 

2  ferret!  to  in  this  subsection  are  as  follows:  Interstate  Com- 

3  merce  Commission,  Federal  Communications  Commission, 

4  Federal  Trade  Commission,  United  States  Maritime  Com- 

5  mission,  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission,  the  Securities 

6  and  Exchange  Commission,  and  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  526 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  28  (legislative  day,  February  21),  1949 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments  and 

ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Tydings  to  the  bill  (S.  526) 
to  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  7,  lines  5  and  6,  insert 
the  following  new  subsection: 

1  (b )  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganiza- 

2  tion  affecting  the  National  Military  Establishment  may  not 

3  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which  does  not  affect  such 

4  Establishment;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not  apply 

5  to  the  transfer  to  such  Establishment  of  the  whole  or  any 

• 

6  part  of,  or  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any 

7  other  agency.  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorganization 

8  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in  violation 

9  of  this  subsection. 
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April  7  (legislative  day,  March  18),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McClellan,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Departments,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  526] 

The  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  to 
whom  was  referred  the  bill  (S.  526)  to  provide  for  the  reorganization 
of  Government  agencies,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  favorably  thereon,  with  amendments,  and  recom¬ 
mend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

PURPOSE 

This  legislation  is  proposed  in  order  to  carry  on  an  established  policy 
of  Congress,  in  delegating  to  the  President  authority  to  reorganize  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government.  Such  authorization  was  origi- 
nallv  granted  in  the.  Economy  Act  of  June  30,  1932.  Ibis  act  was 
amended  and  superseded  by  the  act  of  March  3,  1933,  as  amended  by 
the  act  of  March  20,  1933,  granting  reorganization  authority  to  the 
President  for  a  period  of  2  years.  The  Reorganization  Act  of  1939  was 
also  approved  for  a  2-year  period,  and  expired  in  January  1941 .  Tem¬ 
porary  wartime  authority  for  emergency  reorganizations  was  delegated 
under  title  I  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act  of  December  18,  1941,  for 
the  duration  of  the  war  and  6  months.  The  Reorganization  Act  of 
1945,  which  expired  on  April  1,  1948,  continued  the  prewar  policy 
after  its  utilization  had  clearly  established  its  advantages  and  effec¬ 
tiveness  over  normal  legislative  processes  in  the  expedition  of  action 
on  reorganizations  within  the  executive  branch. 

President  Hoover  initiated  11  plans  under  the  authority  ol  the 
act  of  1932,  all  of  which  were  defeated  through  veto  action  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  due  to  the  impending  change  in  adminis¬ 
tration.  Under  the  1933  act  reorganizations  were  effected  in  agri¬ 
cultural  credit,  procurement,  disbursement,  national  park,  immigra¬ 
tion,  internal  revenue,  and  various  other  functions.  President 
Roosevelt  submitted  five  plans  under  the  act  of  1939,  involving  the 
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creation  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  the  Federal  Works  Agency, 
and  the  Federal  Loan  Agency,  all  of  which  were  permitted  to  become 
law.  Under  this  act  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  was  also 
established. 

Temporary  changes  effected  under  the  War  Powers  Act,  although 
extensive  in  some  areas,  were  required  to  be  made  permanent  under 
direct  legislative  action,  or  through  permanent  authority  granted  under 
the  act  of  1945.  Under  this  latter  act,  President  Truman  submitted 
seven  plans,  three  of  which  were  disapproved  by  concurrent  resolutions 
of  both  Houses  of  Congress.  Sections  of  these  were  approved  by 
other  plans  submitted  subsequently,  to  overcome  objections  raised 
under  the  original  plans. 

The  Congress,  recognizing  the  urgent  need  for  reorganization  of  the 
Federal  Government,  created  a  bipartisan  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  (Public  Law  1G2, 
80tli  Cong.)  on  July  7,  1947,  composed  of  12  members  to  be  appointed 
from  the  Congress,  from  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  and 
from  private  life,  to  investigate  and  to  report  on  the  present  organiza¬ 
tion  and  methods  of  operation  of  all  executive  departments  and- 
establishments,  with  recommendations  for  necessary  reorganizations. 
The  Commission  was  required  to  submit  its  report  within  70  days 
after  the  convening  of  the  Eighty-first  Congress.  Its  work  has  now 
been  completed  and  18  separate  reports  have  been  submitted  to  the 
Congress,  in  conformity  with  this  act,  which  reports  are  now  pending 
before  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments. 

NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATION  LEGISLATION 

On  January  13,  1949,  the  Honorable  Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman  of 
the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  submitted  the  following  letter  to  the  President  pro  Tempore 
of  the  Senate  (H.  Doc.  37): 

Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government, 

Washington  25,  D.  C.,  January  IS,  1949. 

The  Honorable  Kenneth  McKellar, 

President  pro  tempore,  United  States  Senate. 

My  Dear  Mr.  President:  The  necessity  for  reorganization  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  was  clearly  recognized  by  the  Congress  when  it  created 
this  Commission  in  July  1947,  with  the  full  approval  of  the  President.  Congress 
assigned  the  Commission  the  duty  of  examination  and  recommendation  under  the 
following  statement  from  the  act  creating  the  Commission: 

“It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress  to  promote  economy,  effi¬ 
ciency,  and  improved  service  in  the  transaction  of  the  public  business  in  the 
departments,  bureaus,  agencies,  boards,  commissions,  offices,  independent  estab¬ 
lishments,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  by — 
“(1)  limiting  expenditures  to  the  lowest  amount  consistent  with  the  effi¬ 
cient.  performance  of  essential  services,  activities,  and  functions; 

“(2)  eliminating- duplication  and  overlapping  of  services,  activities,  and 
functions; 

“(3)  consolidating  services,  activities,  and  functions  of  a  similar  nature; 
“(4)  abolishing  services,  activities,  and  functions  not  necessary  to  the 
efficient  conduct  of  government;  and 

“(5)  defining  and  limiting  executive  functions,  services,  and  activities.” 

This  concern  of  Congress  for  economy  and  efficiency  reflects  the  overwhelming 
interest  of  every  thoughtful  citizen  and  taxpayer  in  the  land. 

The  writing  and  adoption  of  the  Federal  Constitution  proved  that  a  republic 
could  deliberately  analyze  its  political  institutions  and  redesign  its  government  to 
meet  the  demands  of  the  future.  The  broad  pattern  that  America  then  selected 
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is  sound.  Today  we  must  deal  with  the  infinitely  more  complicated  government 
of  the  twentieth  century.  In  doing  so,  we  must  reorganize  the  executive  branch 
to  give  it  the  simplicity  of  structure,  the  unity  of  purpose,  and  the  clear  line  of 
executive  authority  that  was  originally  intended  under  the  Constitution. 

As  a  result  of  depression,  war,  new  needs  for  defense,  and  our  greater  responsi¬ 
bilities  in  the  foreign  field,  the  Federal  Government  has  become  the  most  gigantic 
business  on  earth.  In  less  than  20  years  the  number  of  its  civil  employees  has 
risen  from  570,000  to  over  2,100,000.  The  number  of  bureaus,  sections,  services, 
and  units  has  increased  fourfold  to  over  1,800.  Annual  expenditures  have  in¬ 
creased  from  about  $3,600,000,000  to  over  $42,000,000,000.  The  national  debt 
per  average  family  has  increased  from  about  $500  to  about  $7,500.  Such  rapid 
growth  could  not  take  place  without  causing  serious  problems.  Organizational 
methods,  effective  20  years  ago,  are  no  longer  applicable.  The  growth  of  skills 
and  methods  in  private  organization  has  long  since  outmoded  many  of  the  methods 
of  the  Government. 

This  Commission  has  found  that  the  United  States  is  paying  heavily  for  a  lack 
of  order,  a  lack  of  clear  lines  of  authority  and  responsibility,  and  a  lack  of  effective 
organization  in  the  executive  branch.  It  has  found  that  great  improvements 
can  be  made  in  the  effectiveness  with  which  the  Government  can  serve  the  people 
if  its  organization  and  administration  is  overhauled. 

This  Commission  has  been  engaged  in  its  task  for  the  last  16  months  and  is 
reaching  its  conclusions  only  after  the  most  painstaking  research.  We  decided 
at  an  early  date  that  we  must  have  the  aid  of  leading  and  experienced  citizens  to 
assist  us  in  making  findings  of  fact  and  recommendation  of  remedies.  The  Com¬ 
mission,  therefore,  divided  its  work  into  functional  and  departmental  segments; 
it  created  24  “task  forces”  with  authoiity  to  engage  such  research  aid  as  they 
might  require.  About  300  outstanding  men  and  women,  expert  and  experienced 
in  the  fields  to  which  they  were  assigned,  have  now  submitted  to  us  their  findings 
and  recommendations.  Thanks  are  due  them.  They  brought  great  talent  and 
diligence  to  their  work.  Their  findings  will  be  found  useful  by  the  Congress 
and  the  executive  branch  in  solution  of  the  problems  considered. 

Some  of  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  volumes  of  our  report  which 
we  plan  to  file  from  time  to  time  between  now  and  the  expiration  of  the  life  of  the 
Commission,  can  be  put  into  effect  only  by  legislation.  Others  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  executive  action.  But  many  of  the  most  important  can  probably  be 
accomplished  only  if  the  Congress  reenacts  and  broadens  the  power  to  initiate 
reorganization  plans  which  it  had  previously  granted  to  the  President  under  an 
act  which  expired  on  March  31,  1948. 

The  Commission  recommends  that  such  authority  should  be  given  to  the 
President  and  that  the  power  of  the  President  to  prepare  and  transmit  plans  of 
reorganization  to  the  Congress  should  not  be  restricted  by  limitations  or  exemp¬ 
tions.  Once  the  limiting  and  exempting  process  is  begun  it  will  end  the  possibility 
of  acnievii  g  really  substantial  results. 

But,  in  saying  this,  the  Commission  should  not  be  understood  as  giving  sweeping 
endorsement  to  any  and  all  reorganization  plans.  It  does  believe  that  the  safe¬ 
guard  against  unwise  reorganization  plans  lies  both  in  a  sound  exercise  of  the 
President’s  discretion  and  in  the  reserved  power  in  the  Congress  by  concurrent 
resolution  to  disapprove  any  proposed  plan. 

Limitations  or  exemptions  upon  this  power  to  reorganize  should  not  be  imposed 
other  than  that  of  congressional  disapproval.  They  have  arisen  in  the  past  chiefly 
in  connection  with  the  regulatory  commissions.  In  one  of  its  reports  the  Com¬ 
mission  will  discuss  these  regulatory  commissions  in  detail.  It  will  point  out  in 
each  case  those  regulatory  functions  which  it  is  believed  should  continue  to  be 
performed  independently.  The  Commission  will  also  point  out  certain  other 
functions  which  are  of  a  different  nature  and  which  can  be  more  efficiently  and 
economically  performed  by  purely  executive  officials.  The  inclusion  in  a  reor¬ 
ganization  act  of  provisions  exempting  certain  agencies  from  its  terms  would 
prevent  changes  which  are  in  accord  with  established  principles  in  this  field  and 
which  in  no  way  impair  the  maintenance  of  independence  and  impartiality  in  the 
exercise  of  the  great  regulatory  functions. 

Similarly,  the  inclusion  of  general  language,  like  that  contained  in  section  5  (a) 
(6)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1945,1  intended  to  prevent  the  submission  of  any 

1  “Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no  reorganization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the 
eflect  of—  *  *  *  (6)  imposing,  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  any  quasi-judicial  or  quasi-legislative 

function  possessed  by  an  independent  agency,  any  greater  limitation  upon  the  exercise  of  independent 
judgment  and  discretion,  to  the  full  extent  authorized  by  law,  in  the  carrying  out  of  such  function,  than 
existed  with  respect  to  the  exercise  of  such  function  by  the  agency  in  which  it  was  vested  prior  to  the  taking- 
effect  of  such  reorganization;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not  prevent  the  abolition  of  any  such  func¬ 
tion;  *  *  *.” 


4 


REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  19  49 


plan  which  imposes  limitations  upon  the  independent  exercise  of  “quasi  legisla¬ 
tive”  or  “quasi  judicial”  functions,  would,  in  the  Commission’s  judgment,  be 
unwise.  The  phrases  are  extremely  vague  and  of  uncertain  meaning.  Ingenious 
and  plausible  arguments  can  be  made  to  apply  them  to  a  wide  range  of  functions 
which  should  clearly  be  subject  to  reorganization  procedure.  Such  arguments 
would  not  be  matters  of  purely  theoretical  concern  or  legislative  debates,  for  the 
validity  of  reorganization  could  be  made  the  subject  of  protracted  litigation  by 
private  interests  resisting  the  acts  of  a  reorganized  agency  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  illegally  constituted.  It  might  take  several  years  of  litigation  to  lay  down 
interpretations  of  these  general  phrases  and  even  then,  uncertainty  would  remain. 

The  Commission,  in  accordance  with  the  act  of  Congress  creating  it,  as  amended, 
will  file  its  report  in  a  series  of  parts  or  volumes,  the  last  of  which  will  be  delivered 
within  70  days  of  the  organization  of  the  Eighty-first  Congress.  These  reports 
will  contain  its  findings  and  recommendations.  They  will  begin  with  the  top 
organization  and  structure  of  the  executive  branch  and  proceed  through  the 
services  which  are  common  to  the  whole  executive  branch  to  the  reorganizations 
recommended  for  particular  agencies  and  groups  of  agencies. 

Yours  faithfully, 

Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman. 

On  January  17,  1949,  the  President  of  the  United  States  submitted 
the  following  message  to  the  Congress  (H.  Doc.  42) : 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

In  my  recent  messages  to  the  Congress  I  have  presented  the  program  which  I 
believe  this  Government  should  follow  in  the  months  ahead.  The  magnitude  and 
importance  of  that  program,  both  at  home  and  abroad,  require  able  leadership 
and  sound  management.  The  Government  must  have  the  most  effective  admin¬ 
istrative  machinery  to  carry  out  its  vast  responsibilities. 

The  Congress  has  recognized  these  needs  by  the  establishment  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  the  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government.  The 
recommendations  of  the  Commission,  which  are  soon  to  be  reported  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  may  be  expected  to  contribute  significantly  to  our  ability  to  meet  the 
problem  before  us.  To  carry  out  those  recommendations  and  to  accomplish  other 
improvements  in  the  Government’s  complex  operations  will,  however,  require 
further  and  more  detailed  steps.  Improving  the  management  of  the  public’s 
business  calls  for  continuing  efforts  by  the  Congress,  the  President,  and  all 
agencies  of  Government. 

Throughout  my  administration  I  have  taken  action  to  effect  improvements  in 
the  organization  and  operation  of  the  Government.  In  1945  I  asked  the  Congress 
to  enact  legislation  authorizing  permanent  changes  in  administrative  structure 
by  the  reorganization  plan  procedure.  Under  the  authority  granted  by  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1945,  numerous  reorganizations  were  made  which  contrib¬ 
uted  to  the  efficiency  of  the  Government  and  its  transition  from  war  to  peace. 
The  establishment  of  the  permanent  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  was  an 
outstanding  example  of  the  improvements  thus  achieved.  I  also  recommended, 
and  the  Congress  enacted,  a  major  improvement  in  the  organization  of  our  armed 
forces  by  the  creation  of  the  National  Military  Establishment.  On  matters  not 
requiring  legislation  I  have  made  program  adjustments  designed  to  increase  the 
effectiveness  of  governmental  operations. 

It  is  my  firm  intention  to  continue  to  require,  throughout  the  executive  branch, 
the  highest  degree  of  attention  to  this  need  for  improved  management.  I  expect 
each  department  and  agency  head  to  consider  this  a  major  part  of  his  responsi¬ 
bility.  It  is  essential  that  they  be  given  the  tools  for  effective  management  of 
their  agencies.  Further,  I  believe  that  every  official  and  employee  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  feel  a  personal  responsibility  for  improving  the  way  in  which  his  work 
is  performed. 

Increased  efficiency  and  economy  in  the  Government’s  far-flung  activities  can 
be  realized  only  if  certain  essentials  of  organization  and  operation  are  satisfied. 
These  essentials  are  not  confined  to  Government.  They  have  proven  their 
effectiveness  in  the  successful  operation  of  large-scale  enterprise,  both  public  and 
private.  They  are  matters  on  which  it  is  easy  to  agree  in  principle  but  which  are 
often  violated  in  practice. 

There  must  be,  first  of  all,  a  clear  definition  of  the  objectives  of  public  programs. 
Second,  organizational  arrangements  must  be  established  which  are  consistent 
with  those  objectives  and  designed  to  produce  responsible  and  effective  adminis¬ 
tration.  Third,  qualified  personnel  must  be  obtained  to  administer  the  programs. 
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Fourth  the  methods  by  which  operations  are  conducted  must  be  constantly 
reviewed  and  improved. '  Fifth,  there  must  be  provision  for  thoroughgoing  review 
and  evaluation  of  operations,  by  the  President  and  the  Congress,  to  assure  thac 
the  objectives  are  being  attained.  These  conditions  can  be  achieved  only  through 
teamwork  by  the  President  and  the  Congress  in  carrying  out  their  respective 
responsibilities  under  the  Constitution  for  conducting  the  affairs  of  Government. 

I  have  already  recommended  to  the  Congress  two  measures  which  will  help  us 
obtain  better  government.  The  enactment  of  legislation  to  increase  the  compen¬ 
sation  of  the  heads  and  assistant  heads  of  departments  and  agencies  and  to  revise 
the  Classification  Act  will  greatly  assist  the  Government  in  securing  and  holding 
the  services  of  the  best-qualified  men  and  women.  The  appropriation  to  the 
President  of  a  special  fund  of  $1,000,000  for  management  improvement  will  yield 
major  contributions  to  the  better  operation  of  the  Government.  It  will  be  used 
in  part  for  the  development  and  installation  of  recommendations  coming  from 
the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  and,  in  part,  for  the 
preliminary  expenses  incident  to  the  appraisal  and  trial  of  other  suggested  improve¬ 
ments.  This  fund  will  in  no  sense  be  a  substitute  for  the  present  day-to-day 
efforts  by  all  Government  agencies  to  improve  the  conduct  of  their  operations. 

In  addition  to  these  steps,  I  am  now  recommending  that  the  Congress  enact 
legislation  to  restore  permanently  the  reorganization  procedure  temporarily  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Reorganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945.  This  procedure  is  the 
method  of  executive-legislative  cooperation  whereby  a  reorganization  plan 
submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President  becomes  effective  in  60  days  unless 
rejected  by  both  Houses  of  Congress.  ,  ,  ,,  u  t 

In  a  letter  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  Mouse  of 
Representatives,  the  Commission  on  the  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government  has  pointed  out  the  need  for  such  a  method  of  reorganization 
in  dealing  with  many  of  the  changes  which  it  will  recommend.  I  fully  agree 
with  the  Commission  on  the  necessity  ot  reviving  the  reorganization-plan  pro- 
cedure,  which  became  inoperative  on  April  1,  1948. 

In  recommending  the  enactment  of  a  new  reorganization  measure,  l  wish  to 

emphasize  three  things.  ,  . 

First,  the  reorganization  legislation  should  be  permanent  ratliei  than  tempo¬ 
rary.  While  the  work  of  the  Commission  on  the  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government  makes  such  legislation  especially  timely  and  essential, 
the  improvement  of  the  organization  of  the  Government  is  a  continuing  and 
never-ending  process.  Government  is  a  dynamic  institution.  Its  administrative 
structure  cannot  be  static.  As  new  programs  are  established  and  old  programs 
change  in  character  and  scope  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Nation,  the  oiganization 
of  the  executive  branch  must  be  adjusted  to  fit  its  changing  tasks. 

The  impracticability  of  solving  many  problems  of  organization  by  the  regular 
legislative  process  has  been  frankly  recognized  for  many  years  by  congressional 
leaders.  In  many  cases,  changes  which  are  essential  cannot  attract  the  necessary 
legislative  attention  in  competition  with  the  many  other  matters  pressing  for 
congressional  action.  On  the  other  hand,  the  reorganization  plan  affords  a 
method  by  wRich  action  can  be  initiated  and  the  proposal  considered  with  a 
minimum  consumption  of  legislative  time. 

The  reorganization-plan  procedure  is  a  tested  and  proven  means  ot  dealing 
with  organization  problems.  Twice  within  the  last  10  years  the  Congress  has 
authorized  this  method  of  reorganization  for  short  periods.  Under  each  of  those 
authorizations  many  changes  wrere  made  which  added  to  the  efficiency  of  the 
executive  branch  and  tended  to  simplify  its  administration.  The  advances  made 
during  the  brief  life  of  the  Reorganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945  clearly  indicate 
the  desirability  of  permanent  reorganization  legislation. 

Second,  the  new  reorganization  act  should  be  comprehensive  m  scope;  no 
agency  or  function  of  the  executive  branch  should  be  exempted  from  its  operation. 
Such  exemptions  prevent  the  President  and  the  Congress  from  deriving  the  full 
benefit  of  the  reorganization-plan  procedure,  primarily  by  precluding  action  on 
major  organizational  problems.  A  seemingly  limited  exemption  may  in  fact 
render  an  entire  needed  reorganization  affecting  numerous  agencies  and  t unctions 
whollv  impractical.  The  proper  protection  against  the  possibility  of  unwise  re¬ 
organization  lies,  not  in  the  statutory  exemption  from  (he  reorganization-plan 
procedure,  but  in  the  authority  of  Congress  to  reject  any  such  plan  by  simple 
majority  vote  of  both  Houses.  .  , 

Finally  let  me  urge  early  enactment.  Under  the  reorganization  procedure, 
reorganization  plans  must  lie  before  the  Congress  for  60  calendar  days  of  contin¬ 
uous  session  in  order  to  become  effective.  Unless  the  necessary  legislation  is 
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adopted  in  the  early  weeks  of  the  session,  it  obviously  will  be  impossible  to  make 
effective  use  of  the  reorganization  procedure  during  the  present  session. 

The  proper  execution  of  the  laws  demands  a  simple,  workable  method  of  making 
organizational  adjustments.  Without  it  the  efficiency  of  the  Government  is 
impaired  and  the  President  is  handicapped  in  performing  his  functions  as  Chief 
Executive.  In  my  judgment  permanent  legislation  to  restore  the  reorganization- 
plan  procedure  is  an  essential  step  toward  efficient  and  economical  conduct  of 
the  public’s  business. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  January  17,  1949. 

The  need  for  extending  authority  granted  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  submit  reorganization  proposals,  as  provided  in  the 
reorganization  acts  previously  approved  by  Congress,  has  been  set 
forth  in  the  above-cited  statements  from  the  President  of  the  United 
States  and  from  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission  on  Organization 
of  the  Executive  Branch.  Further  arguments  in  favor  of  extension 
of  such  authorization  to  the  President  were  stressed  in  the  testimony 
before  the  committee  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 
the  Assistant  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  former 
President  Herbert  Hoover,  as  well  as  by  all  other  witnesses  who 
testified  at  the  hearings. 

In  formulating  legislation  authorizing  the  President  to  submit  such 
reorganization  proposals  to  Congress,  it  has  been  the  conception  of 
the  committee  that  the  recommendations  submitted  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  might  be  effectuated 
under  one  of  three  procedures: 

1.  That  those  internal  reorganizations  providing  for  transfer 
of  units  and  functions  within  a  single  establishment,  and  within 
limitations  established  by  law,  could  be  accomplished  by  admin¬ 
istrative  action  or  by  Executive  order  of  the  President; 

2.  That  transfers  or  reorganizations  within  the  scope  of  author¬ 
ity  granted  under  the  pending  legislation  could  be  effectuated 
through  reorganization  plans  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the 
President,  if  not  disapproved  by  Congress;  and 

3.  That  other  over-all  recommendations  relative  to  the  transfer 
and  reorganization  of  establishments  created  by  acts  of  Congress, 
involving  new  functions,  would  require  substantive  legislation 
outlining  policy  and  functions  under  congressional  enactments. 

Thus,  any  recommendations  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  would  normally  be 
subjected  to  close  study  by  the  President,  with  a  view  to  determining 
which  might  be  put  into  effect  by  administrative  action,  Executive 
order  or  reorganization  plans,  and  those  that  would  require  legislative 
action  initiated  by  the  Congress.  This  program  would  reduce  the 
legislative  load  of  Congress  and  expedite  the  implementation  of  reor¬ 
ganization  programs  recommended  by  the  Commission  and  the  Pres¬ 
ident,  when  they  meet  with  the  approval  of  both  Houses  of  Congress. 

COMPARISON  OF  PENDING  BILL  WITH  THE  REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1945 

At  the  request  of  the  committee,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  prepared 
a  memorandum  of  explanation  of  the  principal  differences  between 
the  pending  Senate  bill,  S.  526  (and  the  original  House  bill),  and  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1945,  which  follows: 
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Section  8  (5).  Delegation  of  junctions 

This  provision  adds  another  possible  type  of  reorganization.  The 
main  purpose  is  to  make  it  possible  for  top  officials  to  delegate  routine 
functions,  which  are  now  vested  in  them  by  law  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  prevent  delegation.  A  survey  of  the  statutory  duties  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  discloses  a  great  many  matters  requiring  Presidential  action, 
a  large  part  of  which  could  appropriately  be  assigned  to  other  officers, 
but  many  of  which  the  Attorney  General  indicates  cannot  now  be 
delegated.  A  similar  situation  exists  as  to  department  heads.  'While  it 
would  be  possible  under  the  old  language  of  the  act  to  "transfer” 
such  functions  to  subordinates  in  many  cases  outright  transfer  is  not 
desirable  as  the  officer  in  whom  the  function  is  now  vested  may  need 
to  be  able  to  personally  perform  some  part  of  the  function  or  to 
withdraw  or  modify  the  delegation. 

Section  3.  Last  part  of  section — Use  of  the  term  “reorganization” 

For  simplicity  of  language,  at  various  points  in  this  and  subsequent 
sections  the  term  “reorganization”  or  “reorganizations”  is  substituted 
for  “transfers,  consolidations,  coordinations,  abolitions,  etc.”  The 
term  “reorganization”  is  defined  by  section  8  to  include  all  of  the  types 
of  reorganizations  authorized  by  section  3. 

Section  4  (8) 

(а)  “Other  officers”. — This  change  broadens  the  authority  to  create 
offices  made  necessary  by  a  reorganization.  The  1945  act  was  found 
too  restrictive  in  this  regard.  For  example,  when  the  Social  Security 
Board  was  abolished  by  Reorganization  Plan  2  of  1946,  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  in  the  plan  for  one  or  more  officers  to  whom  the  Federal 
Security  Administrator  might  assign  the  work  of  the  former  Board. 
Because  the  1945  act  limited  the  creation  of  officers  to  “heads”  and 
“assistant  heads”  of  agencies,  it  was  necessary  to  establish  the  new 
officers  as  “assistant  heads”  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  The 
change  of  language  will  permit  a  plan  to  provide  for  the  appropriate 
type  of  officer  in  each  case. 

(б)  “Or  other  type  of  reorganization” . — This  language  has  been 
inserted  after  the  word  “consolidation”  near  the  beginning  of  sub- 
paragraph  (2)  because  an  agency  may  result  from  other  types  of 
reorganizations  besides  a  “consolidation.”  For  example,  in  providing 
for  coordination,  it  may  be  necessary  to  establish  a  coordinator  or  a 
coordination  unit.  Under  the  definition  of  “agency”  in  section  7, 
the  coordinator  or  coordination  unit  would  be  an  “agency.” 

(c)  Rate  of  compensation.- — The  bill  changes  the  provision  limiting 
the  rate  of  compensation  for  offices  created  by  reorganization  plan, 
because,  pending  the  revision  of  top  level  administrative  salaries,  it 
is  impossible  to  determine  the  proper  maximum  salary  rate.  Also, 
the  new  type  of  provision  is  preferable  to  a  fixed  maximum  amount, 
since  such  an  amount  must  be  set  at  the  appropriate  level  for  depart¬ 
ment  and  agency  heads  and,  therefore,  is  meaningless  as  to  other 
types  of  offices  which  may  be  established  by  reorganization  plan. 

Section  5 

Subparagraphs  ( 1 )  and  {2) — Creation  of  new  departments.- — The  bill 
deletes  the  prohibitions  contained  in  subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of 
the  1945  act  against  creation  of  new  executive  departments  by 
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reorganization  plan.  At  least  one  agency- — the  Federal  Security 
Agency- — has  been  established  by  plan  which  obviously  is  of  depart¬ 
mental  magnitude  and  importance  and  should  have  been  designated 
as  an  executive  department.  No  good  purpose  has  been  served  by 
the  old  prohibition. 

The  new  language  in  subparagraph  (1)  prohibiting  consolidation  of 
two  or  more  executive  departments  by  reorganization  plan  conforms 
to  the  belief  of  the  President  that  the  elimination  of  an  executive 
department  should  only  be  effected  by  statute. 

New  subparagraph  ( 3 ). — This  subparagraph  omits  certain  restrictive 
language  used  in  subparagraph  (4)  of  the  old  act.  The  language 
deleted  might  have  the  effect  of  terminating  permanent  functions 
which  might  have  been  placed  in  a  temporary  agency.  Obviously, 
permanent  functions  should  not  be  killed  for  want  of  authority  to 
restore  them  to  their  proper  place  in  the  Government  upon  the  dis¬ 
solution  of  a  temporary  agency  to  which  they  may  have  been  assigned. 

Old  subparagraph  (6). — The  bill  omits  entirely  subparagraph  (6) 
of  the  1945  act  relating  to  quasi-judicial  and  quasi-legislative  functions 
of  independent  agencies.  The  omission  of  this  paragraph  is  in  line 
with  the  recommendation  of  the  President  and  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government.  The 
meaning  of  the  provision  is  vague  and  its  effect  would  be  to  make  it 
extremely  difficult  or  impracticable  to  deal  by  reorganization  plan 
with  independent  agencies  having  important  quasi-judicial  or  quasi- 
legislative  functions.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  precedent  in  the 
Government  for  the  administration  of  quasi-judicial  and  quasi- 
legislative  functions  by  departments.  For  example,  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  administers  more  than  a  score  of  regulatory  laws. 
Yet  this  provision  would  prevent  the  President  and  the  Congress 
from  even  considering  whether  the  transfer  of  a  regulatory  function 
from  an  independent  agency  to  a  department  by  reorganization  plan 
would  be  desirable.  While  it  is  recognized  that  the  administration 
of  regulatory  functions  must  be  properly  safeguarded,  it  is  felt  that  a 
reorganization  act  should  not  contain  limitations  which  might  seri¬ 
ously  interfere  with  needed  improvements  in  organization.  The 
appropriate  safeguard  against  undesirable  changes  lies  in  the  authority 
of  the  Congress  to  reject  a  reorganization  plan  of  which  it  does  not 
approve. 

New  subparagraph  ( 6 ). — This  limitation  is  desirable  because  the 
definition  of  “agency”  in  section  7  has  been  amended  to  extend  the 
reorganization  procedure  to  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Old  paragraphs  (b)  to  ( d ). — These  paragraphs  have  been  deleted. 
They  exempted  11  specified  agencies  in  whole  or  in  part  from  the 
operation  of  the  reorganization  plan  procedure.  Such  exemptions, 
even  of  major  regulatory  commissions,  are  very  undesirable.  Many 
of  the  regulatory  commissions  have  nonregulatory  functions  which 
appropriately  might  be  assigned  to  a  different  type  of  agency.  Exemp¬ 
tions  were  contained  in  the  1939  and  1945  Reorganization  Acts. 

Old  paragraph  (e). — This  paragraph  prohibited  reorganizations 
affecting  agencies  the  status  of  which  had  been  established  by  law 
subsequent  to  January  1,  1945.  It  had  the  effect  of  progressively 
restricting  the  area  within  which  the  reorganization  act  might  operate, 
as  it  continually  added  to  the  list  of  exempted  agencies. 
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Old  'paragraph  (J). — The  omission  of  this  paragraph  makes  the  bill 
permanent  legislation.2 

Section  7.  Definition  of  agency 

The  new  bill  includes  “councils”  in  the  definition  of  agency  and 
also  extends  the  definition  to  include  the  District  of  Columbia.  The 
term  “council”  is  added  because  in  recent  years  a  number  of  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  have  been  so  designated,  such  as  the  Council  of  Econ- 
nomic  Advisers  and  the  National  Security  Council.  The  District  of 
Columbia  has  been  included  both  to  permit  improvements  in  the 
structure  of  the  District  government  and  to  facilitate  adjustments 
in  the  division  of  activities  as  between  District  and  Federal  agencies. 
Many  activities  are  performed  by  Federal  agencies  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  conversely  a  number  of  services  are  rendered  by 
the  District  of  Columbia  government  for  the  Federal  Government. 

The  language  with  respect  to  corporations  has  been  changed  to 
avoid  any  question  as  to  the  inclusion  of  Government  corporations 
which  have  no  capital  stock.  While  most  Government  corporations 
have  capital  stock  owned  by  the  Government,  there  are  several  non¬ 
stock  corporations  including  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  Panama 
Railroad  Company,  and  Federal  Prison  Industries,  Inc.  Also,  the 
Government  owns  all  or  substantial  parts  of  the  stock  of  many  cor¬ 
porations  which  are  not  “Government  corporations”  and  should  not 
be  included  under  the  act.  For  example,  the  Maritime  Commission 
owns  more  than  90  percent  of  the  stock  of  the  American  President 
Lines,  and  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  and  the  Alien 
Property  Custodian  own  stock  in  many  corporations.  The  term 
“Government  corporation”  was  used  in  the  definition  of  “agency” 
in  title  I  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act  and  some  other  statutes. 

Section  8.  Definition  of  reorganization 

The  definition  of  reorganization  has  been  changed  to  cover  all  of 
the  types  of  reorganization  authorized  by  section  3  of  the  act  but  to 
exclude  the  changes  authorized  by  section  4  which  are  incident  to  the 
reorganizations  provided  for  in  section  3.  The  new  definition  permits 
the  use  of  the  term  “reorganization”  at  various  points  in  the  bill  in 
lieu  of  an  enumeration  of  the  various  types  of  reorganization  specified 
in  section  3. 

Section  9.  a.  Saving  provisions 

The  amendments  to  this  paragraph  are  purely  technical  clarifica¬ 
tions  of  language. 

RESTRICTIVE  PROVISIONS 

The  Reorganization  Acts  of  1932  and  1933  contained  few  exemptions 
or  restrictions  in  reorganization  procedure.  The  1932  act  authorized 
the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  an  executive  agency  or  the 
functions  thereof,  but  prohibited  the  abolition  of  any  executive 
department  or  agency  created  by  statute,  or  the  elimination  of  its 
functions.  The  1933  act  modified  this  limitation  to  prohibit  only  the 
abolition  or  transfer  of  an  executive  department  or  the  functions 
thereof. 

The  1939  and  1945  acts  prohibited  the  abolition  or  transfer  of  an 
executive  department  or  all  the  functions  thereof,  or  establishing  any 


2  Committee  amendment  terminates  authority  on  April  1,  1953. 
S.  Rept.  232,  81-1 - 2 
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new  executive  department,  or  changing  the  name  of  any  executive 
department  or  the  title  of  its  head  to  “Department”  or  “Secretary”. 

The  1939  act  provided  that  no  reorganization  plan  should  transfer, 
consolidate,  or  abolish  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  nor  the  functions  of, 
21  listed  agencies,  as  follows:  Civil  Service  Commission,  Coast  Guard, 
Engineer  Corps  of  the  United  States  Army,  Mississippi  River  Com¬ 
mission,  Federal  Communications  Commission,  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  Federal  Trade  Commission,  General  Accounting  Office,  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission,  National  Labor  Relations  Board,  Securi¬ 
ties  and  Exchange  Commission,  Board  of  Tax  Appeals,  United  States 
Employees’  Compensation  Commission,  United  States  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission,  United  States  Tariff  Commission,  Veterans’  Administration, 
National  Mediation  Board,  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board, 
Railroad  Retirement  Board,  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corpora¬ 
tion,  and  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System. 

The  1945  act  exempted  wholly  from  the  operation  of  the  act  the 
civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the  United  States  Army, 
and  the  General  Accounting  Office.  Also,  it  exempted,  except  for  the 
transfer  to  such  agencies  of  other  agencies  and  the  functions  thereof, 
six  commissions  and  boards,  as  follows:  The  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  the  Securities  and 
Exchange  Commission,  the  National  Mediation  Board,  the  National 
Railroad  Adjustment  Board,  and  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board. 
In  addition,'  it  provided  that  no  reorganization  should  affect  the 
Fedral  Communications  Commission,  the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance 
Corporation,  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission,  and  the  Veterans’ 
Administration,  if  it  also  provided  for  a  reorganization  not  affecting 
such  agencies.  The  total  of  all  such  exemptions  in  this  act  affected 
11  agencies  in  the  executive  branch. 

HOUSE  AMENDMENTS  TO  PENDING  BILL 

The  House  of  Representatives  included  two  major  amendments  to 
H.  R.  2361,  the  companion  measure  to  the  pending  bill,  as  follows: 

1.  Section  5.  (a),  which  originally  provided  as  follows: 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  be  provided  for,  and  no  reorganization 
under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  of — 

(1)  Abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  department  or  the  functions 
thereof,  or  consolidating  any  two  or  more  executive  departments,  or  all  the 
functions  thereof. 

New  language  was  included  prohibiting  the  establishment  of  any  new 
executive  department  or  designating  any  agency  as  a  department,  or 
its  head  as  Secretary,  similar  to  the  1939  and  1945  acts  (now  incor¬ 
porated  in  H.  R.  2361)  as  follows: 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for  and  no  reorganization  under 
this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  of — 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  department  or  all  the  functions 
thereof,  establishing  any  new  executive  department,  designating  any  agency 
as  “Department”  or  its  head  as  “Secretary,”  or  consolidating  any  two  or 
more  executive  departments  or  all  the  functions  thereof; 

2.  A  new  subsection,  the  so-called  single-package  amendment  was 
added  to  Section  5  by  the  House  Committee,  as  follows: 

(b)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganization  affecting  any  agency 
named  below  in  this  subsection  may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which 
does  not  affect  such  agency;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not  apply  to  the 
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transfer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
the  functions  of,  any  agency  not  so  named.  No  provision  contained  in  a  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in  violation  of  this 
subsection.  The  agencies  above  referred  to  in  this  subsection  are  as  follows: 
National  Military  Establishment,  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 

This  was  further  amended  on  the  floor  of  the  House  to  include  three 
additional  boards:  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  National  Mediation 
Board,  and  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board. 

Former  President  Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch,  in  testifying  before  the 
committee  relative  to  the  effect  such  an  amendment  would  have  on 
reorganization  authority  proposed  to  be  granted  by  the  pending 
legislation,  stated: 

Mr.  Hoover.  I  recommend  that  you  delete  the  “national  defense”  segment  of 
that  amendment.  As  to  the  regulatory  agencies,  there  is  no  great  objection  to 
it  from  my  point  of  view  because  I  do  not  believe  that  any  President  would  inter¬ 
fere  with  their  quasi-judicial  or  quasi-legislative  functions.  In  any  event,  the 
change  does  not  deprive  him  of  the  opportunity  to  make  proposals. 

The  Chairman.  You  favor  the  removal  of  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment  from  the  restrictions  imposed  by  this  subsection? 

Mr.  Hoover.  That  is  cutting  out  one-third  of  the  whole  executive  arm  of  the 
Government ;  right  off. 

The  Chairman.  That  provision,  I  assume,  is  placed  in  there  at  the  instance  of 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  who  are  very  anxious,  of 
course,  to  review  any  plan  that  may  be  submitted,  that  would  affect  the  National 
Military  Establishment.  And  may  I  say  for  the  record  that  some  members  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services  have  also  expressed  the  hope  that  a 
similar  provision  would  be  incorporated  in  the  bill  by  this  committee? 

Mr.  Hoover.  Senator,  you  have  only  got  to  name  about  nine  other  branches 
of  the  Government,  and  the  whole  plan  is  destroyed.  The  point  is  that  there  are 
reforms  which  must  be  applied  to  the  whole  executive  arm,  not  to  single  segments. 

The  Chairman.  If  nine  departments  are  named,  the  next  step  might  be  to 
include  the  independent  agencies? 

Mr.  Hoover.  Yes. 

AMENDMENTS  PROPOSED  IN  COMMITTEE 

At  the  hearings  before  this  committee,  witnesses  appeared  in  behalf 
of  similar  treatment  for  other  agencies,  including  the  Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Corporation  and  the  Comptroller  of  the  Currency,  in  order 
that  they  might  be  given  the  same  consideration  as  the  Board  of  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  in  the  above-quoted  House 
amendment.  The  proponents  of  this  amendment  expressed  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  these  agencies  being  left  out  of  the  bill  entirely,  provided  the 
Federal  Reserve  System  is  also  omitted,  but  stressed  the  importance 
of  uniform  provisions  applying  to  all  three  of  these  establishments  on 
an  equal  basis. 

Senators  Johnson  of  Colorado  and  Maybank  proposed  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  section  5  as  follows: 

(b)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganization  affecting  any  agency 
named  below  in  this  subsection  may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which 
affects  any  agency  not  so  named;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not  apply  to 
the  transfer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  functions  of,  any  agency  not  so  named.  No  provision  contained  in  the 
reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in  violation  of 
this  subsection.  The  agencies  above  referred  to  in  this  subsection  are  as  follows: 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Federal  Communications  Commission,  Federal 
Power  Commission,  Federal  Trade  Commission,  United  States  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission,  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission,  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission,  and  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
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Senator  Wiley  requested  that  the  Federal  Security  Agency  also  be 
included  in  the  group  of  restricted  agencies  so  that  preferential 
consideration  might  be  given  to  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
and  proposed  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  provide  that  any  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  affecting  that  Bureau  should  require  specific  authorization 
by  both  Houses  of  Congress  rather  than  for  rejection  of  the  plan. 

Senator  Millard  Tydings  suggested  the  following  amendment  in 
regard  to  the  National  Military  Establishment,  as  preferable  to  the 
language  in  the  House  bill: 

On  page  7,  between  lines  5  and  6,  insert  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(b)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganization  affecting  the  National 
Military  Establishment  may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which  does 
not  affect  such  establishment;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not  apply  to  the 
transfer  to  such  establishment  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  functions  of,  any  other  agency.  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in  violation  of  this  sub¬ 
section.” 

Senator  Karl  E.  Mundt  submitted  a  consolidated  amendment 
designed  to  combine  certain  provisions  of  the  above-quoted  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

(c)  (1)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganization  affecting  any 
agency  named  below  in  this  paragraph  may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization 
which  affects  any  agency  not  so  named;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not 
apply  to  the  transfer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any  agency  not  so  named.  No  provision  contained 
in  the  reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in  violation 
of  this  paragraph.  The  agencies  above  referred  to  in  this  paragraph  are  as 
follows:  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Federal  Communications  Commis¬ 
sion,  Federal  Trade  Commission,  United  States  Maritime  Commission,  the  United 
States  Tariff  Commission,  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission,  and  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board. 

(2)  A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganization  affecting  the  National 
Military  Establishment  or  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the 
United  States  Army  may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which  does  not 
affect  such  establishment  or  civil  functions;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not 
apply  to  the  transfer  to  such  establishment  or  corps  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of, 
or  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any  other  agency.  No  provision 
contained  in  a  reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is 
in  violation  of  this  paragraph. 


EXEMPTION  OF  THE  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 

By  far  the  largest  number  of  witnesses  appeared  in  behalf  of  the 
exemption  of  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  including 
representatives  of  valley  improvement,  flood  control  and  develop¬ 
ment  associations,  chambers  of  commerce,  and  other  State  and  civic 
organizations:  17  of  the  25  witnesses  appearing  at  the  hearings,  and 
14  of  the  23  resolutions  and  communications  submitted  for  the  record, 
were  in  support  of  such  exemption.  In  addition,  hundreds  of  tele¬ 
grams  and  letters  from  44  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  were 
received  by  the  committee,  expressing  opposition  to  granting  any 
reorganization  authority  to  the  President  which  would  permit  the 
transfer  of  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  any  other 
department  or  agency. 

Such  transfer  was  proposed  in  the  majority  report  of  the  Commission 
on  the  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  on 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  March 
17,  1949,  which  recommended  that  these  functions  be  turned  over  to 
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the  Department  of  the  Interior.  In  commenting  on  this  proposal,  the 
minority  views,  submitted  by  Commissioners  McClellan  and  Man- 
asco,  included  the  following  pertinent  arguments  of  similar  import  to 
the  testimony  submitted  at  the  hearings: 

A  reorganization  plan  embracing  and  putting  into  effect  the  recommendations 
of  the  majority,  relating  to  the  transfer  of  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  would  not  promote  either  economy  or  efficiency,  nor  would  it  improve  the 
transaction  of  the  public  business  by  limiting  expenditures  and  eliminating  dupli¬ 
cations,  in  accordance  with  the  declared  policy  of  Congress  in  the  act  creating 
the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government. 
On  the  contrary,  such  reorganization  would  produce  waste,  inefficiency,  increased 
expenditures,  and  such  disorganized  and  divided  responsibility,  as  would  impair 
rather  than  improve  the  transaction  of  public  business. 

The  effect  would  be  to  completely  emasculate  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and 
deprive  it  of  the  practicable  and  effective  peacetime  training  program,  from  which 
it  now  derives  the  maximum  in  responsibility  and  experience  that  serve  to  equip 
and  strengthen  it  for  the  task  it  must  perform  in  time  of  war.  Stripping  it  of 
civil  functions  in  peacetime  would  be  a  crippling  blow  of  serious  consequences  to 
our  National  Defense  Establishment. 

The  record  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  over  a  period  of  more  than  125  years 
has  commanded  the  highest  praise  and  commendation  from  the  most  competent 
authorities  at  home  and  from  governments  and  its  contemporaries  abroad.  It 
has  performed  with  such  outstanding  efficiency  that  the  Congress  has  continuously 
increased  its  work  and  committed  to  it  ever  greater  responsibilities.  Covetous 
eyes  have  long  gazed  upon  its  accomplishments.  That  other  interests  and  agencies 
of  Government  have  designs  upon  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
in  a  matter  of  general  knowledge.  This  subtle  and  reckless  attack  upon  its 
enviable  record,  this  bold  attempt  to  transfer  the  principal  peacetime  functions  of 
one  of  the  most  efficient  services  of  the  Government  to  another  agency  less  com¬ 
petent  and  not  equipped  by  either  training  or  experience  to  immediately  accept 
and  meet  the  responsibilities  involved  has  nothing  in  wisdom  or  statesmanship 
to  recommend  it  to  the  approval  of  the  Congress. 

The  transfer  of  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  envisions  placing  this  responsibility- in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 
The  argument  or  any  hope  that  such  a  transfer  is  in  the  interest  of  either  economy 
or  efficiency  is  refuted  by  the  specific  examples  cited  by  the  majority  in  support 
of  its  recommendation  for  such  transfer. 

The  “inadequate  evaluation  of  projects  illustrated  by  underestimation  of  costs 
when  presented  to  Congress,”  emphasized  in  the  majority  report,  cites  the  Colora¬ 
do-Big  Thompson  project,  that  increased  from  the  original  estimate  of  $44,000,000 
to  $131,800,000;  the  Hungry  Horse  project  in  Montana  that  increased  from  the 
original  estimate  of  $6,300,000  to  $93,500,000;  and  the  Central  Valley  of  California 
project  that  increased  from  the  original  estate  of  $170,000,000  “to  probably  over 
several  hundred  million  dollars.” 

The  source  of  these  underestimates  and  the  responsibility  for  the  poor  advice 
given  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  the  cost  of  those  projects  was  the  same 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  whom  the  majority  would  now  entrust  full  responsibility 
for  the  direction  and  supervision  of  the  greatest  peacetime  construction  program 
in  the  history  of  our  Nation.  This  must  not  happen. 

The  majority  report  contemplates  not  only  the  transfer  of  the  civil  functions  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  but  also  the  transfer  of  the  physical  properties,  tools, 
equipment,  and  materials,  now  in  use  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  these  services.  This  would  include  the  transfer  of  the  hydraulics  labora¬ 
tory  at  Vicksburg,  Miss.,  and  the  operation  of  it.  This  means  that  much  of  the 
equipment  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  have  to  be  replaced  to  enable  it  to 
carrv  on  any  work  or  training  with  modern  equipment. 

This  is  a  critical  period  in  world  history.  The  uncertainties  of  peace  and  the 
possibilities  of  another  world  war  it  seems  to  us  should  preclude  any  thought  of 
weakening  our  military  potentialities  by  turning  from  tried,  tested,  and  proven 
policies  and  programs  to  an  experimentation  in  something  that  has  little  or  no  hope 
of  success. 

Maj.  Gen.  Lewis  A.  Pick,  division  engineer,  Omaha,  Nebr.,  who  is  the  incoming 
Chief  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  submitted  February  15,  1949,  a  statement  to  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  in  which  he 
said; 
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“In  the  execution  of  these  responsibilities,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  built  up 
through  the  years  an  organization  of  Engineer  officers  and  civilians  with  an  un¬ 
paralleled  background  of  experience  in  the  design  and  construction  of  river-control 
structures  and  harbor  improvements.  I  do  not  believe  that  this  organization 
could  be  dissembled  and  regrouped  within  any  other  agency  and  carry  on  with  the 
same  high  proficiency  and  economy  the  river-control  objectives  of  the  Congress. 
They  are  a  team.  That  team  blankets  the  entire  Nation,  capable  not  only  of 
meeting  all  the  requirements  of  its  normal  civil  functions,  but  readv  also  to  meet 
the  challenge  of  any  disaster  or  emergency  that  threatens  the  well-being  of  the 
people  it  serves.” 

The  reports  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  the  necessity  for  and  on  the  economic 
justification  of  our  river  projects  are  not  influenced  by  political  considerations. 
It  is  now  proposed  by  this  transfer  to  create  a  gigantic  bureau  under  civilian 
direction  in  the  executive  branch  of  Government.  This  department  with  the 
concentration  within  it  of  all  the  major  public  works  of  the  Government  will  be 
built  into  a  power  that  can  wield  a  political  influence  far  greater  than  any  ever 
attained  by  any  other  department  of  Government.  We  believe  the  building  up 
of  such  power  in  one  single  department  of  this  Government  is  neither  wise  nor  safe. 

Furthermore,  combining  all  construction  in  one  department  will  give  the  head 
of  that  department  almost  dictatorial  power  over  the  economic  life  of  our  Nation. 
It  will  afford  the  opportunity  to  use  such  power  through  patronage  and  favoritism 
to  constantly  increase  and  strengthen  its  influence,  not  only  over  other  agencies 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  but  upon  the  Congress  as  well.  Such 
tremendous  power  could  well  be  used  toward  destroying  the  independence  of  the 
Congress  and  make  it  largely  subservient  to  the  will  of  this  gigantic  department. 

We  are  strongly  in  favor  of  effective  reorganization  in  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government,  but  we  cannot  agree  to  or  silently  acquiesce  in  plans  and 
proposals  that  concentrate  in  one  agency  unprecedented  powers  that,  could  well 
be  used  to  promote  unsound  policies  and  greater  inefficiency  than  we  can  hope  to 
correct  by  any  reorganization  now  being  attempted. 

The  committee  also  received  the  following  letter  from  Lt.  Gen. 
Leslie  R.  Groves,  concerning  the  exemption  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
after  the  hearings  had  closed,  as  follows: 

Reminoton  Rand,  Inc., 
Laboratory  of  Advanced  Research, 

South  Norwalk,  Conn.,  March  25,  1949. 

The  Honorable  John  L.  McClellan, 

The  United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  I  am  writing  to  you  as  an  American  citizen  interested  in 
the  welfare  of  his  country  and  vitally  concerned  lest  through  unwise  action  her 
security  and  strength  be  weakened.  I  am  a  citizen  who  was,  for  almost  30  years, 
an  officer  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  whose  son  is  now  an  officer  in  the  corps. 
I  was  naturally  greatly  disturbed  by  the  recommendation  of  the  majority  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  to  transfer  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of 
the  Army  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  I  was  very  much  pleased  with 
the  soundness  of  your  dissenting  report  in  which  former  Representative  Carter 
Manasco  joined. 

The  construction  operations  in  this  country  for  which  I  was  responsible  until 
September  1942,  when  I  was  placed  in  charge  of  the  atomic  bomb  project,  reached 
a  peak  of  over  $600,000,000  a  month  of  construction  actually  built.  The  Corps 
of  Engineers  could  not  have  achieved  this  if  we  had  not  had  the  previous  experi¬ 
ence  of  our  peacetime  civil  functions,  particularly  the  river  and  harbor  work,  nor 
could  we  have  carried  it  forward  if  we  had  not  had  a  going,  military  organization 
thoroughly  trained  and  actively  engaged  in  engineering  construction.  Without 
that  experience  the  atomic  bomb  would  never  have  been  produced.  Throughout 
that  work  I  called  upon  the  strength  of  the  going  organization  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers. 

If  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  had  been  in  the  hands  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  at  the  time  the  emergency  started,  I  am  certain  that 
the  military  construction  program  would  have  hopelessly  bogged  down,  even  if 
it  had  been  placed  promptly  under  the  complete  control  of  Engineer  officers. 
I  can  also  tell  you  that  the  atomic  bomb  would  never  have  been  produced  under 
such  conditions. 

This  type  of  construction  required  a  dual  knowledge  which  only  the  training 
of  Engineer  officers  provided:  namely  an  intimate  knowledge  of  military  require- 
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ments  and  a  thorough  knowledge  of  construction,  particularly  with  wide-spread 
operations,  where  time  was  generally  the  controlling  factor. 

One  of  the  particular  advantages  of  river  and  harbor  work  in  the  training  of 
officers  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  that  it  so  often  presents  emergency  situations 
where  time  is  all  controlling  just  as  it  is  in  war. 

I  am  writing  this  not  as  a  retired  officer  of  the  Army,  but  as  a  citizen  who  is 
intensely  interested  in  the  welfare  of  this  country.  I  believe  that  I  am  in  a 
better  than  average  position  to  know  what  the  effects  of  such  a  transfer  would  be. 

I  want  to  tell  you  that  I  appreciate  the  position  which  you  have  taken  and 
that  I  feel  that  it  is  one  which  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  United  States.  We 
must  have  an  adequate  appreciation  of  the  absolute  essentiality  of  a  competent 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  time  of  war.  As  I  read  the  international  news  of  today, 
I  cannot  help  but  feel  that  the  proposal  of  the  majority  is  somewhat  similar  to  a 
proposal  to  reorganize  a  fire  department  after  the  first  alarm  has  sounded. 

With  appreciation  for  the  position  you  have  taken, 

Sincerely  yours, 


Leslie  R.  Groves, 

Lieutenant  General,  United  States  Army,  Retired. 


COMMITTEE  ACTION  ON  AMENDMENTS 

1.  Disapproval  of  reorganization  plans  by  either  branch  of  Congress 

In  order  that  the  President  might  include  essential  Government 
reorganizations  in  conformity  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch,  the  committee  was 
reluctant  to  include  exemptions  for  specified  agencies  or  to  retain  the 
House  amendments  placing  certain  of  them  in  a  restricted  category, 
in  the  belief  that  such  exemptions  might  interfere  with  realinements 
that  would  be  desirable  and  in  the  public  interest. 

It  became  increasingly  apparent  during  the  hearings  on  the  pending 
legislation  that,  in  view  of  the  wide  interest  expressed  in  behalf  of 
some  of  these  proposed  exemptions  and  restrictions,  a  number  of  them 
would  be  approved  and  included  in  the  bill  either  in  committee  or  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

It  was  determined  that  the  most  direct  and  effective  way  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  need  for  exemptions  was  to  include  an  amendment  providing 
that  a  simple  resolution  of  disapproval  by  either  the  House  or  the 
Senate  would  be  sufficient  to  reject  and  disapprove  any  reorganization 
plan  submitted  by  the  President. 

By  reserving  to  either  House  the  power  to  disapprove,  Congress 
retains  in  itself  the  power  to  determine  whether  reorganization  plans 
submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President  shall  become  law.  The 
power  of  disapproval  reserved  to  each  House  by  the  bill  does  not 
delegate  to  either  House  the  right  to  make  revisions  in  the  plans,  but 
it  will  enable  each  House  to  prevent  any  such  plan  of  which  it  dis¬ 
approves  from  becoming  law.  The  power  thus  reserved  to  each 
House  seems  essentially  the  same  as  that  possessed  by  each  House  in 
the  ordinary  legislative  process,  in  which  process  no  new  law  or  change 
in  existing  law  can  be  made  if  either  House  does  not  favor  it.  No 
significant  difference  would  seem  to  exist  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
under  the  ordinary  legislative  process  the  unwillingness  of  either 
House  to  approve  the  making  of  new  laws  or  a  change  in  existing  law 
is  manifested  by  the  negative  act  of  refusing  to  register  a  favorable 
vote,  whereas  under  the  hill  the  unwillingness  must  be  manifested  by 
the  affirmative  act  of  the  passage  of  a  resolution  of  disapproval  of  a 
reorganization  plan.  The  unessential  character  of  this  difference 
becomes  even  more  apparent  when  regard  is  had  to  the  stringent  rule 
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contained  in  the  bill  which  makes  impossible  actions  calculated  to 
delay  or  prevent  consideration  of  resolutions  of  disapproval  which 
have  been  favorably  reported  by  the  appropriate  committee. 

In  adopting  this  amendment,  by  a  vote  of  10  to  2,  the  committee 
agrees  that  no  amendments  to  exempt  any  agency  of  the  Government 
or  other  restrictions  would  be  included,  but  the  members  reserve  the 
right  to  submit  amendments  exempting  specific  agencies  if  the  Senate 
fails  to  sustain  the  provision  for  the  disapproval  of  a  plan  by  simple 
resolution  of  either  House. 

2.  Restrictive  amendments  rejected  by  the  committee 

Following  this  action,  the  committee  refused  to  include  the  House 
amendment  to  section  5,  which  provides  that  the  submission  of  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  affecting  seven  named  agencies,  may  not  provide 
also  for  a  reorganization  which  does  not  affect  such  agencies. 

While  the  committee  was  in  general  accord  with  the  intent  of  such 
amendment,  in  order  to  avoid  any  restriction  whatsoever,  it  was  not 
approved.  It  was  the  consensus  of  the  committee,  however,  that  it 
would  be  desirable  and  in  accordance  with  the  most  effective  reorgan¬ 
ization  procedure  for  the  President  to  transmit  reorganization  plans 
which  contain  only  related  reorganizations.  To  that  end,  an  amend¬ 
ment  was  adopted  to  section  2  (b)  declaring  it  to  be  the  policy  of  the 
Congress  that  each  reorganization  plan  contain  only  related  reorgani¬ 
zations.  If  this  course  is  followed,  specific  proposals  of  related  sub¬ 
ject  matter  and  related  functions  which  are  proposed  to  be  reorganized 
may  be  given  consideration  by  the  Congress  upon  the  merits  of  such 
proposals  only  without  regard  to  unrelated  reorganizations  which 
might  otherwise  be  included  in  a  plan.  Thus,  while  the  so-called 
“single  package”  proposal  has  been  eliminated  from  the  bill,  the  com¬ 
mittee  favors  the  general  purport  of  the  House  amendment  and  de¬ 
sires  to  stress  the  importance  of  related  reorganizations  in  the  interest 
of  actually  accomplishing  an  effective  and  efficient  reorganization  of 
the  Government.  The  President  is  strongly  urged  to  adhere  to  such 
a  policy  in  the  transmission  of  reorganization  plans  to  the  Congress. 

The  committee  took  action  on  all  amendments  submitted  by 
Members  of  the  Senate,  as  follows: 

The  committee  rejected  the  provision  contained  in  section  5  (1)  of 
H.  R.  2361 ,  prohibiting  the  creation  of  new  departments.  This  was  in 
line  with  the  above-outlined  position  designed  to  place  no  restrictions 
on  the  President  in  the  submission  of  reorganization  plans,  and  will 
permit  the  submission  of  reorganization  plans  calling  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  new  departments  with  Cabinet  rank.  Some  reservation 
regarding  this  proposal  was  indicated  by  members  of  the  committee 
shoidd  the  Senate  not  sustain  the  provision  for  disapproval  by  simple 
resolution. 

For  similar  reasons  the  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Tydings, 
requiring  that  reorganization  plans  affecting  the  National  Military 
Establishment  may  not  also  provide  for  a  reorganization  which  does 
not  affect  such  Establishment,  and  the  amendment  submitted  by 
Senators  Johnson  of  Colorado  and  May-bank  placi  lg  the  quasi-judicial 
and  quasi-legislative  organizations  in  a  somewhat  similar  status,  were 
rejected  unanimously  by  the  committee. 
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An  amendment  to  exempt  the  civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers,  offered  by  the  chairman,  was  defeated  by  a  vote  of  5  to  4. 
Several  members  of  the  committee  indicated,  however,  that  in  voting 
against  this  exemption  they  reserved  the  right  to  favor  such  exemption 
should  the  Senate  not  approve  the  amendment  providing  for  disap¬ 
proval  of  reorganization  plans  by  either  the  House  of  Representatives 
or  the  Senate. 

An  amendment  offered  by  Senator  Mundt  consolidated  the  amend¬ 
ments  previously  offered  by  Senator  Johnson  of  Colorado  and  Senator 
Tydings.  The  consolidated  amendment  provided  for  a  so-called 
“one  package”  reorganization  plan  with  respect  to  certain  designated 
agencies.  This  amendment  was  rejected  by  the  committee  in  line 
with  its  previous  action  to  eliminate  all  exemptions  and  restrictions 
from  the  bill,  subject,  however,  to  the  retention  in  the  bill  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  requiring  the  disapproval  of  reorganization  plans  by  simple 
resolution  of  either  House  of  Congress. 

8.  Limitation  oj  reorganization  authority  to  April  1,  1953 

The  House  hill  contained  the  administration’s  recommendation 
relative  to  eliminating  time  limitations  included  in  previous  acts; 
granting  reorganization  authority  to  the  President  on  a  permanent 
basis.  The  general  consensus  of  witnesses  appearing  before  this  com¬ 
mittee  relative  to  this  provision  of  the  pending  bills  was  that  the 
2-vear  limitation  included  in  prior  acts  did  not  permit  sufficient  time 
for  the  President  to  prepare  reorganization  plans  and  submit  them  to 
Congress  for  action. 

This  committee  agreed  with  the  latter  point  of  view,  but  was  of  the 
opinion  that  Congress  sboidd  retain  some  control  which  would  permit 
periodical  examinations  of  the  authority,  with  a  view  to  determining 
its  effectiveness  through  reports  from  the  President  relative  to  re¬ 
organizations  effected  thereunder  and  savings  and  efficiency  attained 
through  such  reorganizations,  so  that  the  basic  authority  might  be 
either  extended  or  restricted,  as  may  be  required  to  meet  the  then 
existing  circumstances.  To  assure  such  review  by  Congress  an  amend¬ 
ment  was  adopted  to  provide  for  the  expiration  of  the  act  as  of  April  1, 
1953. 

4-  Appointment  of  officials  in  the  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 

The  following  amendment,  suggested  to  the  committee  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  was  adopted: 

In  page  5,  line  13,  change  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  the  line  to  a 
comma  and  add  the  following: 

except  that,  in  the  case  of  any  officer  of  the  municipal  government  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  it  may  be  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners  or  other  body  or  officer 
of  such  government  designated  in  the  plan; 

Under  the  original  provision,  it  would  not  be  possible  to  provide  in 
a  reorganization  plan  for  a  District  officer  to  be  appointed  by  the  Board 
of  Commissioners  or  other  appropriate  agency  of  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  government  unless  the  position  were  placed  in  the  classified 
civil  service.  In  the  case  of  principal  officials,  such  as  department 
heads,  it  would  scarcely  be  desirable  to  require  civil-service  appoint¬ 
ment.  Nor  should  the  President  be  burdened  with  the  selection  of 
such  officials.  Since  the  members  of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  are 
appointed  by  the  President  with  the  consent  of  the  Senate  and  have 
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general  responsibility  for  the  administration  of  District  affairs,  it 
would  seem  that  the  proper  procedure  for  the  selection  of  District 
officers  in  most  cases  would  be  appointment  by  the  Board  of  Com¬ 
missioners  or  by  officers  or  bodies  directly  responsible  to  the  Board. 

Any  adequate  reorganization  of  the  administrative  machinery  of  the 
District  government  would  in  all  probability  have  to  create  some  new 
departments  and  department  and  bureau  heads.  In  many  of  these 
cases,  appointment  under  the  classified  civil  service  would  not  be 
suitable.  At  the  same  time,  it  would  not  be  desirable  either  to  burden 
the  President  with  the  selections  or  to  relieve  the  Board  of  Commis¬ 
sioners  and  their  principal  officials  of  the  responsibility  for  the  choice 
of  administrative  officers  in  the  agencies  for  the  supervision  of  which 
the  Commissioners  are  responsible.  This  amendment,  to  permit  the 
District  Commissioners  to  make  appointments  under  authority  already 
granted  by  Congress,  was  approved  unanimously  by  the  committee. 


CONSTITUTIONALITY  OF  CONGRESSIONAL  DISAPPROVAL 
OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 


To  clarify  any  possible  questions  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  con¬ 
gressional  disapproval  of  reorganization  plans  by  (1)  a  simple  resolu¬ 
tion  of  either  House  of  the  Congress,  or  (2)  a  concurrent  resolution  of 
both  Houses,  the  chairman  on  instructions  from  the  committee  re¬ 
quested  an  opinion  from  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States, 
by  letter  dated  February  28,  1949,  as  follows: 

February  28,  1949. 

Hon.  Tom  C.  Clark, 

The  Attorney  General,  Washington  25,  D.  C. 


Dear  Mr.  Attorney  General:  The  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments  has  for  consideration  proposed  legislation  (S.  526  and 
H.  R.  2361,  81st  Cong.)  under  which  there  would  be  delegated  to  the  President 
authority  to  prepare  and  submit  to  the  Congress  plans  for  the  reorganization  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  which  plans  would  have  the  force  and 
effect  of  law  if  not  disapproved  by  the  Congress  within  the  period  of  time  and  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  authorizing  legislation. 

The  attention  of  the  committee  has  been  invited  to  an  opinion  rendered  by 
former  Attorney  General  Mitchell  on  January  24,  1933  (37  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  56, 
63-64),  in  which  he  expressed  doubt  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  act  of  June  30,  1932  (47  Stat.  414),  providing  for  the  disap¬ 
proval  of  such  reorganization  plans  by  resolution  of  either  House  of  the  Congress. 
In  view  of  the  language  contained  in  that  opinion,  the  committee  has  directed  me 
to  request  your  opinion  on  the  following  questions: 

(1)  Can  such  disapproval  be  effected  constitutionally  by  a  simple  resolution 
of  either  House  of  the  Congress? 

(2)  Can  such  disapproval  be  effected  constitutionally  by  a  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  of  both  Houses  of  the  Congress? 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  L.  McClellan,  Chairman. 


(A  reply  was  received  on  March  17,  1949,  as  follows:) 

March  17,  1949. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  February  28,  1949,  in 
which  you  asked  for  the  Attorney  General’s  opinion  concerning  the  constitu¬ 
tionality  of  a  provision  in  the  pending  reorganization  bills,  S.  526  and  H.  R.  2361, 
wrhich  would  permit  the  Congress  to  express  its  disapproval  of  reorganization 
plans  by  concurrent  resolution. 

Specifically,  you  have  asked  whether  congressional  disapproval  of  reorgani¬ 
zation  plans  can  be  effected  constitutionally  by  (1)  a  simple  resolution  of  either 
House  of  the  Congress,  or  (2)  a  concurrent  resolution  of  both  Houses. 
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As  you  know,  the  statutes  authorize  the  Attorney  General  to  render  opinions 
only  to  the  President  ai  d  heads  of  the  executive  departments.  It  is  the  view 
of  the  Attorney  General,  in  accordance  with  the  position  taken  by  his  predeces¬ 
sors,  that  this  authority  does  not  extend  to  Members  of  the  Congress  or  to  com¬ 
mittees  thereof.  We  are,  therefore,  unable  to  furnish  you  with  an  opinion  on 
the  questions  asked. 

I  believe,  however,  that  the  questions  could  properly  be  the  subject  of  testi¬ 
mony  by  a  representative  of  this  Department  before  your  committee,  and  I  am 
accordingly  enclosing  a  memorandum  which  sets  forth  the  views  which  would 
be  expressed  in  such  testimony. 

Yours  sincerely, 


Peyton  Ford, 

The  Assistant  to  the  Attorney  General. 


(The  memorandum  accompanying  the  foregoing  letter  is  as  fol¬ 
lows:) 


Re  Constitutionality  of  Provisions  in  Proposed  Reoroanization  Bills 
Now  Pending  in  Congress  (S.  526  and  H.  R.  2361,  81st  Cong.,  1st  Sess.) 

A  question  has  been  raised  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  section  6  of  the 
above-described  bills,  which  would  provide  that  reorganization  plans  would  take 
effect  upon  the  expiration  of  60  calendar  days  following  transmission  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  provided  that  there  has  been  no  expression  of  disfavor,  in  the  form  of  a 
concurrent  resolution,  from  the  Congress  during  the  60-day  interval.  More 
specifically,  the  question  raised  is  whether,  in  the  light  of  an  opinion  by  Attorney 
General  Mitchell,  rendered  on  January  24,  1933  (37  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  56,  63-64),  a 
Congressional  expression  of  disapproval  may  constitutionally  be  effected  in  this 
manner. 

It  is  believed  that  this  question  should  definitely  be  answered  in  the  affirma¬ 
tive. 

In  his  opinion,  Attorney  General  Mitchell  cast  doubt  upon  the  constitutionality 
of  a  provision  in  an  appropriation  act  of  June  30,  1932,  which  authorized  the 
President,  by  Executive  order,  to  consolidate,  redistribute,  and  transfer  various 
Government  agencies  and  functions.  That  act  provided  for  the  transmittal  of 
the  President’s  reorganization  orders  to  the  Congress  to  become  effective  after 
60  days,  and  provided  further  that  “if  either  branch  of  Congress  within  such  60 
calendar  days  shall  pass  a  resolution  disapproving  of  such  Executive  order  or 
any  part  thereof,  such  Executive  order  shall  become  null  and  void  to  the  extent 
of  such  disapproval.”  With  respect  to  this  provision,  Attorney  General  Mitchell 
said: 

“It  must  be  assumed  that  the  functions  of  the  President  under  this  act  were 
executive  in  their  nature  or  they  could  not  have  been  constitutionally  conferred 
upon  him,  and  so  there  was  set  up  a  method  by  which  one  House  of  Congress  might 
disapprove  Executive  action.  No  one  would  question  the  power  of  Congress  to 
provide  for  delay  in  the  execution  of  such  an  administrative  order,  or  its  power 
to  withdraw  the  authority  to  make  the  order,  provided  the  withdrawal  takes 
the  form  of  legislation.  The  attempt  to  give  to  either  House  of  Congress,  by 
action  which  is  not  legislation,  power  to  disapprove  administrative  acts,  raises 
a  grave  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  entire  provision  in  the  act  of  June  30, 
1932,  for  Executive  reorganization  of  governmental  functions.” 

This  statement  by  Attorney  General  Mitchell  was  obiter  dictum.  His  opinion 
was  concerned  only  with  the  constitutionality  of  proposed  legislation  affecting  tax 
refunds,  and  his  objection  to  the  reorganization  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  30, 
1932,  was  stated  by  him  merely  as  an  example  of  the  way  in  which  the  Congress 
had  been  encroaching  upon  Executive  functions. 

Moreover,  Attorney  General  Mitchell’s  opinion,  insofar  as  it  intimated  the  un- 
constitutionality  of  the  reorganization  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  30,  1932, 
was  based  upon  an  unsound  premise,  namely,  that  the  Congress  in  disapproving 
a  reorganization  plan  is  exercising  a  legislative  function  in  a  nonlegislative  man¬ 
ner.  But  the  Congress  exercises  its  full  legislative  power  when  it  passes  a 
statute  authorizing  the  President  to  reorganize  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  by  means  of  reorganization  plans.  At  that  point  the  Congress  decides 
what  the  policy  shall  be  and  lays  down  the  statutory  standards  and  limitations 
which  shall  be  the  framework  of  Executive  action  under  the  Reorganization  Act. 
If  the  legislation  stops  there,  with  no  provision  for  future  reference  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  the  President’s  authority  to  reorganize  the  Government  is  complete.  In¬ 
deed,  such  authority  was  given  in  full  to  President  Roosevelt  in  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1933  (47  Stat.  1517). 
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The  question  of  the  legality  of  the  delegation  by  the  Congress  of  the  power 
to  the  President  to  reorganize  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  has  been 
resolved  not  only  by  previous  Congresses  but  also  by  the  courts.  Witness  the 
Reorganization  Acts  of  1933.  1938,  and  1945.  (See  also  Isbrandtsen-Moller  Co.  v. 
United  States,  14  F.  Supp.  407  (3-Judge  Dist.  Ct.,  S.  D.  N.  Y.),  affirmed  on  other 
grounds,  300  U.  S.  139;  Swayne  <i-  Hoyt  v.  United  States,  18  F.  Supp.  25  (3-Judge 
Dist.  Ct.,  D.  C.),  affirmed  on  other  grounds,  300  U.  S.  297;  Sibbach  v.  Wilson  & 
Co.,  312  U.  S.  1,  15.) 

The  pattern  of  the  1939  and  1945  Reorganization  Acts  has  been  to  give  the 
reorganization  authority  to  the  President,  and  then  provide  machinery  whereby 
the  Congress  may  approve  or  disapprove  the  plans  proposed  by  the  President. 
Such  approval  or  disapproval  by  the  Congress  or  either  House  thereof  is  not  a 
le  gislative  act.  Nor  is  it,  in  the  circumstances,  an  improper  legislative  encroach¬ 
ment  upon  the  Executive  in  the  performance  of  functions  delegated  to  him  by 
the  Congress.  As  indicated  above,  the  authority  given  to  the  President  to  re¬ 
organize  the  Government  is  legally  and  adequately  vested  in  the  President 
when  the  Congress  takes  the  initial  step  of  passing  a  reorganization  act. 

The  question  here  raised  relates  to  the  reservation  by  the  Congress  of  the 
right  to  disapprove  action  taken  by  the  President  under  the  statutory  grant  of 
authority.  Such  reservations  are  not  unprecedented.  There  have  been  a  num¬ 
ber  of  occasions  on  which  the  Congress  has  participated  in  similar  fashion  in 
the  administration  of  the  laws.  An  example  is  to  be  found  in  section  19  of  the 
Immigration  Act  of  1917,  as  amended  (8  U.  S.  C.  155  (c) ;  Public  Law  803,  80th 
Cong.),  which  requires  the  Attorney  General  to  report  to  the  Congress  cases  of 
suspension  of  deportation  of  aliens  and  which  provides  further  that  ‘‘if  during 
the  session  of  the  Congress  at  which  a  case  is  reported  *  *  *  the  Congress 

passes  a  concurrent  resolution  stating  in  substance  that  it  favors  the  suspension 
of  such  deportation,  the  Attorney  General  shall  cancel  the  deportation  proceed¬ 
ings.  *  *  *  If  prior  to  the  close  of  the  session  of  the  Congress  next  follow¬ 

ing  the  session  at  which  a  case  is  reported,  the  Congress  does  not  pass  such 
a  concurrent  resolution,  the  Attorney  General  shall  thereupon  deport  such 
alien  *  *  The  Congress  has  thus  reserved  the  opportunity  to  express 

approval  or  disapproval  of  executive  actions  in  a  described  field. 

Still  other  examples  may  be  found  in  the  laws  relating  to  the  administration 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  of  the  naval  petroleum  reserves,  which  require 
consultation  by  him  with  the  Armed  Services  Committees  of  the  Congress  before 
he  takes  certain  types  of  action,  such  as  entering  into  certain  contracts  relating 
to  those  reserves,  starting  condemnation  proceedings,  etc.  (34  U.  S.  C.  524) ;  and 
in  the  statute  which  requires  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  to  give  its  approval 
before  an  executive  agency  may  have  certain  types  of  printing  work  done  outside 
of  the  Government  Printing  Office  (44  LT.  S.  C.  111). 

It  cannot  be  questioned  that  the  President  in  carrying  out  his  Executive  func¬ 
tions  may  consult  with  whom  he  pleases.  The  President  frequently  consults 
with  congressional  leaders,  for  example,  on  matters  of  legislative  interest — even 
on  matters  which  may  be  considered  to  be  strictly  within  the  purview  of  the 
Executive,  such  as  those  relating  to  foreign  policy.  There  would  appear  to  be 
no  reason  why  the  Executive  may  not  be  given  express  statutory  authority  to 
communicate  to  the  Congress  his  intention  to  perform  a  given  Executive  func¬ 
tion  unless  the  Congress  by  some  stated  means  indicates  its  disapproval.  The 
Reorganization  Acts  of  1939  and  1945  gave  recognition  to  this  principle.  The 
President,  in  asking  the  Congress  to  pass  the  instant  reorganization  bill,  is  fol¬ 
lowing  the  pattern  established  by  those  acts,  namely  bv  taking  the  position  that 
if  the  Congress  will  delegate  to  him  authority  to  reorganize  the  Government,  he 
will  undertake  to  submit  all  reorganization  plans  to  the  Congress  and  to  put 
no  such  plan  into  effect  if  the  Congress  indicates  its  disapproval  thereof.  In  this 
procedure  there  is  no  question  involved  of  the  Congress  taking  legislative  action 
beyond  its  initial  passage  of  the  Reorganization  Act.  Nor  is  there  any  question 
involved  of  abdication  by  the  Executive  of  his  Executive  functions  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  is  merely  a  case  where  the  Executive  and  the  Congress  act  in  coopera¬ 
tion  for  the  benefit  of  the  entire  Government  and  the  Nation.  (See  Ilirabayashi 
v.  United  States,  320  U.  S.  81,  91—34). 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  constitutional 
objection  to  the  provision  in  section  6  of  the  reorganization  bills  which  permits 
the  Congress  by  concurrent  resolution  to  express  its  disapproval  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

r 

January  17, 1949 

Mr.  McClellan  (for  himself,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  McCarthy,  Mr.  Hoey,  and 
Mr.  O’Conor)  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 

April  7  (legislative  day,  March  18),  1949 
Reported  by  Mr.  McClellan,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 

A  BILL 

To  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I 

4  •  SHORT  TITLE 

5  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reorganiza- 

6  tion  Act  of  1949”. 

7  NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

8  Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine  and  from 

9  time  to  time  reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of 
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1  the  Government  and  shall  determine  what  changes  therein 

2  are  necessary  to  accomplish  the  following  purposes : 

3  (1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws, 

4  the  more  effective  management  of  the  executive  branch 

5  of  the  Government  and  of  its  agencies  and  functions, 

6  and  the  expeditious  administration  of  the  public 

7  business ; 

8  (2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy, 

9  to  the  fullest  extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  opera- 

10  tion  of  the  Government; 

n  (3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of 

12  the  Government  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable ; 

13  (4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies 

14  and  functions  of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  be, 

15  according  to  major  purposes ; 

16  (5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  con- 

17  solidating  those  having  similar  functions  under  a  single 

18  head,  and  to  abolish  such  agencies  or  functions  thereof 

19  as  may  pot  be  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of  the 

20  Government ;  and 

21  (6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of 

22  effort. 

23  (b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest  de- 

24  mands  the  carrying  out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  sub- 

25  section  (a)  and  that  such  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in 
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great  measure  by  proceeding  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
and  can  be  accomplished  more  speedily  thereby  than  by  the 
enactment  of  specific  legislation.  The  Congress  further  de¬ 
clares  that  it  is  in  the  'public  interest  and  in  accordance 
with  the  most  effective  reorganization  procedure  that  each 
reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the  President  under  sec¬ 
tion  3  contain  only  related  reorganizations. 

% 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation, 
finds  that — 

( 1 )  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  any  other 
agency;  or 

(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions 
of  any  agency;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  functions  thereof,  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
any  other  agency  or  the  functions  thereof ;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part 
of  any  agency  or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other 
part  of  the  same  agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any 
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of  his  functions;  or 
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(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any 
agency  which  agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon 
the  taking  effect  of  the  reorganization  plan  will  not  have 
any  functions, 

is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of 
section  2  ( a ) ,  he  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for 
the  making  of  the  reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has  made 
findings  and  which  he  includes  in  the  plan,  and  transmit  such 
plan  (bearing  an  identifying  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each  reorgan¬ 
ization  included  in  the  plan,  he  has  found  that  such 
reorganization  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  of  section  2  (a) .  The  delivery  to  both  Houses 
shall  be  on  the  same  day  and  shall  be  made  to  each  House 
while  it  is  in  session.  The  President,  in  his  message  trans¬ 
mitting  a  reorganization  plan,  shall  specify  with  respect  to 
each  abolition  of  a  function  included  in  the  plan  the  statutory 
authority  for  the  exercise  of  such  function. 

OTHER  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 
Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the 
President  under  section  3 — 

(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary,  the  name  of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  and  the  title  of  its  head;  and  shall  designate  the 
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name  of  any  agency  resulting  from  a  reorganization  and 
the  title  of  its  head ; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment  and 
compensation  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other  officers 
of  any  agency  (including  an  agency  resulting  from  a 
consolidation  or  other  type  of  reorganization)  if  the 
President  finds,  and  in  his  message  transmitting  the  plan 
declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization  made  by  the 
plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so  pro¬ 
vided  for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  commission 
or  board  with  two  or  more  members.  In  the  case  of 
any  such  appointment  the  term  of  office  shall  not  be  fixed 
at  more  than  four  years,  the  compensation  shall  not  be 
at  a  rate  in  excess  of  that  found  by  the  President  to 
prevail  in  respect  of  comparable  officers  in  the  executive 
branch,  and,  if  the  appointment  is  not  under  the  classi¬ 
fied  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by  the  President,  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  except  that, 
in  the  case  of  any  officer  of  the  municipal  government 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  it  may  be  by  the  Board  of 
Commissioners  or  other  body  or  officer  of  such  govern¬ 
ment  designated  in  the  plan ; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other 
disposition  of  the  records,  property,  and  personnel  af¬ 
fected  by  any  reorganization; 
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(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such 
unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other 
funds,  available  for  use  in  connection  with  any  function 
or  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  as  he  deems 
necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for  use  in 
connection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorgani¬ 
zation,  or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  wh-ich  shall  have 
such  functions  after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective, 
but  such  unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  he 
used  only  for  the  purposes  for  which  such  appropriation 
was  originally  made; 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  winding  up  termi¬ 
nating  the  affairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for, 
and  no  reorganization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  of — 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  depart¬ 
ment  or  all  the  functions  thereof  or  consolidating  any  two 
or  more  executive  departments  or  all  the  functions 
thereof;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period 
authorized  by  law  for  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time 
when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization  had 
not  been  made ;  or 
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(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period 
authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time 
when  it  would  have  terminated  if  the  reorganization  had 
not  been  made ;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  func¬ 
tion  which  is  not  expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time 
the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress ;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that 
provided  by  law  for  such  office;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other 
agency  the  municipal  government  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  or  all  those  functions  thereof  which  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing  said  government  or  all  said 
functions. 

(b)  No  'provision  contained  in  a  reorganization  plan  shall 
take  effect  unless  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress  before 
April  1,  1953. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  KEOEGANIZATIONS 
Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of 
the  reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days,  of  continuous 
session  of  the  Congress,  following  the  date  on  which  the 
plan  is  transmitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of 
transmittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  sixty-day  period 
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there  lias  not  been  passed  by  either  of  the  two  Houses  a  con¬ 
current  resolution  stating  in  substance  that  the  Congress  that 
House  does  not  favor  the  reorganization  plan. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

( 1 )  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as 
broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine 
die;  but 

(2)  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day  period 
there  shall  be  excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House 
is  not  in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more 
than  three  days  to  a  day  certain;  except  that  if  a  reso¬ 
lution  -{ns  defined  in  section  202)  with  respeet  to  such 
reorganization  plan  has  been  passed  by  one  House  and 
sent  to  the  other,  no  exclusion  under  this  paragraph 
shall  he  made  by  reason  of  adjournments  of  the  first 
House  taken  thereafter. 

(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under  provisions 
contained  in  the  plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later 
than  the  date  on  which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

DEFINITION  OF  “AGENCY” 

Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “agency” 
means  any  executive  department,  commission,  council,  inde¬ 
pendent  establishment,  Government  corporation,  board,  bu¬ 
reau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  authority,  administration, 
or  other  establishment,  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov- 
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ernment,  and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the  municipal 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the  courts 
thereof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States  or  the  General  Accounting  Office,  which 
are  a  part  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the  Government. 

MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE  REORGANIZATIONS 
Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “reorgan¬ 
ization”  means  any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination, 
authorization,  or  abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or  per¬ 
formed  in  respect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function  affected 
by  a  reorganization  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  before 
the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization,  shall,  except  to  the 
extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made  inapplicable 
by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition  of  a  function, 
have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not  been 
made ;  but  where  any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action 
has  vested  the  function  in  the  agency  from  which  it  is 
removed  under  the  plan,  such  function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is 
to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective,  be  considered 
as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the  function  is  placed 
by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the 
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term  “regulation  or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule, 
order,  policy,  determination,  directive,  authorization,  permit, 
privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or  other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  com¬ 
menced  by  or  against  the  head  of  any  agency  or  other  officer 
of  the  United  States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation 
to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall  abate  by  reason  of 
the  taking  effect  of  any  reorganization  plan  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or  sup¬ 
plemental  petition  filed .  at  any  time  within  twelve  months 
after  such  reorganization  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  neces¬ 
sity  for  a  survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
to  obtain  a  settlement  of  the  questions  involved,  allow  the 
same  to  be  maintained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such 
head  or  officer  under  the  reorganization  effected  by  such  plan 
or,  if  there  be  no  such  successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer 
as  the  President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 
Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropria¬ 
tions  unexpended  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act 
shall  not  be  used  for  any  purpose,  but  shall  he  impounded 
and  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 
Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall  take 
effect  shall  be  printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same 
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volume  as  the  public  laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted 
by  the  Congress: 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making  power  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively,  and 
as  such  they  shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each 
House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the 
procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House  in  the  case  of  resolu¬ 
tions  (as  defined  in  section  202)  ;  and  such  rules  shall  super¬ 
sede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith;  and 

(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of 
either  House  to  change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the 
procedure  in  such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of 
such  House. 

8e07  2-0-2-t  As  used  in  this  titky  the  teem  “reselatiorA- 
means  only  a  concurrent  resolution  of  the  two  -Houses  of 
Cengressy  the  matter  after  the  resolving  elause  of  which  is 
as  follows-:  “That  the  Congress  does  net  favor  the  reorgani¬ 
sation  plan  numbered  -  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

President  on  - y  49 — Ay  the  blank  spaces  therein 

being  appropriately  hllcd ;  and  does  not  include  a  concur- 
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resolution  wkiek  specifies  more  than  one  rcorganiza  ■ 
lion  plan. 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  “resolution” 
means  only  a  resolution  of  either  of  the  two  Houses  of 
Congress,  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is 
as  follows:  “That  the  - does  not  favor  the  reorganiza¬ 

tion  plan  numbered  —  transmitted  to  Congress  hg  the  Presi¬ 
dent  on  - ,  19 — the  first  blank  space  therein 

being  filled  with  the  name  of  the  resolving  House  and  the 
other  blank  spaces  therein  being  appropriately  filled;  and 
does  not  include  a  resolution  which  specifies  more  than  one 
reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization 
plan  shall  be  referred  to  a  committee  (and  all  resolutions 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the  same 
committee)  by  the  President  of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been  re¬ 
ferred  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  has 
not  reported  it  before  the  expiration  of  ten  calendar  days  after 
its  introduction  -{orj  in  tbo  ease  of  a  resolution  received  from 
the  other  House-,-  len  calendar  days  after  its  receipt) ,  it  shall 
then  (but  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move  either  to  discharge 
the  committee  from  further  consideration  of  such  resolution, 
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or  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  consideration  of 
any  other  resolution  with  respect  to  such  reorganization  plan 
which  has  been  referred  to  the  committee. 

(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favor¬ 
ing  the  resolution,  shall  be  highly  privileged  (except  that  it 
may  not  be  made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a  resolu¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan) ,  and 
debate  thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  one  hour, 
to  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and  those  oppos¬ 
ing  the  resolution.  No  amendment  to  such  motion  shall  be 
in  order,  and  it  shall  not  he  in  order  to  move  tp  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed 
to,  such  motion  may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion 
to  discharge  the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization 
plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or 
has  been  discharged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolu¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any 
time  thereafter  be  in  order  (even  though  a  previous  motion 
to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to  move  to  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  such  resolution.*  Such  motion 
shall  be  highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No 
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amendment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not 
be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such 
motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  limited  to  not  to 
exceed  ten  hours,  which  shall  he  equally  divided  between 
those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion 
further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  he  debatable.  No  amend¬ 
ment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolution  shall  be  in 
order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec,  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with 
respect  to  the  discharge  from  committee,  or  the  consideration 
of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and 
all  motions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  other  business, 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating 
to  the  application  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of 
Representatives,  as  the  case  may  he,  to  the  procedure  relat¬ 
ing  to  a  resolution  with  respect  •  to  a  reorganization  plan 
shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

Sec.  2-0-7-.  Hr  prior  to  the  passage  by  one  House  of  a 
resolution  of  that  House  with  respeet  te  a  reorganization 
plan,  seek  House  receives  from  the  other  -House  a  resolution 
wkb  respeet  te  the  same  plum  then — 

-fa)-  If  no  resolution  of  the  hrst  House  with  respeet  to 
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10 
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13 

14 

15 
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15 


such  plan  has  been  referred  to  commiltecy  ne  etber  resolu¬ 
tion  -with  respeet  te  the  same  plan  may  be  reported  er 
(despite  the  provisions  el  section  204  (a-)-)  be  made  tbe 
snbjeet  ef  a  mot-ion  to  discharge. 

-(b)-  41  a  resolution  el  tbe  first  House  with  respeet  to 
sneb  pbm  has  been  referred  to  committee — 

-(4)-  the  procedure  with  respeet  to  that  or  other  res- 
ebttiens  el  sneb  House  with  respect  to  sneb  plan  which 
have  been  referred  to  eommittcc  shall  be  tbe  same  as  if 
no  resolution  from  tbe  ether  House  with  respeet  to  sneb 
plan  had  been  received ;  but 

-(2)-  on  any  vote  on  final  passage  ef  a  resolution  ef 
tbe  first  House  with  respeet  te  sneb  plan  tbe  rcsolu- 
tien  from  tbe  other  House  with  respeet  te  sneb  plan  shall 
be  automatically  substituted  for  tbe  resolution  ef  tbe 
first  House.- 
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^  A-9577267,  Apessos,  Ioannis  Pndells  alias 
"jin  P.  Apessos. 

^6679669,  Appelthaler,  Katerina. 

A-&679668,  Appelthaler,  Kurt  Robert. 

A-224J955,  Arellano,  Domingos  Ramos. 

A-1393347,  Arellano,  Soledad  Valadez  or 
Boledad  Marla  Valadez. 

A-607124II  Arellano,  Innocenclo. 

A-6071239/VAi'ellano,  Domingo,  Jr.,  or 
Dominic  Arella&o. 

A-6071240,  Ar&yano,  Juan  or  John  Arel¬ 
lano. 

A-3779214,  Arlt,  ftens  Erich  Lothar. 

A— 1153452,  Arrighik  Alessandro  or  Alex¬ 
ander  or  Alessandro  Arngo. 

A-6301280,  Bagnlewlssi,  Wanda  Stanls- 
lawa  or  Wanda  Stanlslaw^JKlernlk. 

A-6821666,  Bastlde,  Geneldve  Marcelle. 

A-2118744,  Bau,  Biu-Tsungvor  Marguerite 
Janet  Bau  Chang. 

A-3419857,  Baum,  Betty.  \ 

A-3151534,  Baumann,  Henrik  Ohaskiel  or 
Henry  Baumann.  \ 

A-6026888,  Beltelsteln,  Anton,  Anton 
Stein,  Tony  Stein,  or  Anton  Beldelsteifi^An- 
ton  Beltelsten. 

A-7765476,  Berard,  Jorge  Vandesmet. 

A-5920168,  Berkle,  Ivera  Romalia. 

A-6434078,  Bernhelmer,  Ludwig. 

A-5153633,  Blanchl,  Luigi. 

A-5932160,  Blake,  Eulalie  Constancla  or 
Eulalle  Constancla  Turnbull. 

A-6760216,  Blake,  Helena  Ketruda  or 
Helena  Ketruda  Powell. 

A-31 13337,  Bober,  Marla  Theresia  Gerber. 

A-6466991,  Borraccia,  Lorenzo. 

A-6288235,  Bronner,  Eugenia  Michael  for¬ 
merly  Eugenia  Gavrlloff,  nee  Losseff.- 

A-6288068,  Bronner,  Helen  Tamara  Mari¬ 
anna  formerly  Helen  Tamara  Marianna  Gav- 
tlloff. 

A-6316110,  Brouwer,  Frans  Hieronimus 
Borgman. 

A-6625552,  Brown,  Doris  nee  Singh. 

A-2673048,  Brown,  Morris  Simon  alias 
Movsa  Braunrelt. 

A-6701608,  Burgers,  Willem  Adolph  Johan. 

A-6 645933,  Butterick,  Janet  Barry  or  Janet 
Barry  Mack. 

A-7651629,  Candla,  Jose  alias  Jose  Candia 
Urguldl  or  Jose  Urguldi  or  Joe. 

A-9769688,  Carro,  Alfredo  or  Alfred  Carro. 

A-3299176,  Castillo,  Geronlmo  or  Giro  Cas¬ 
tillo. 

A-6336616,  Chalmers,  Bromley  Russell 
Scott. 

A-6336617,  Chalmers,  Jill. 

A-7041842,  Chin,  Yuen  Chew  or  Chin  Yuen 
Chew  or  Chew  Yuen  Chinn. 

A-5138325,  Chul,  Wan;  Chui  Wan;  Hang 
Kin  Chui;  Hankin  Hunt.  Mf 

A-1581731,  Ciesla,  Ludwik.  £■ 

A-5179937,  Valdes,  Marla  Hortensla  Cle¬ 
mente  y  Sanches  McDonald;  or  Hortensla 
Clemente  Y  Sanchez  McDonald  Valdes  nee 
Hortensla  Clemente  Y  Sanchez;  Maria  Hor¬ 
tensla  Clemente  Sanchez  or  MarlagHortensia 
Clementa  McDonald. 

A-5611302,  Cohen,  Joseph. 

A-4860986,  Cohen,  Gertie  Gertrude. 

A-2554813,  Conradt,  Ernst  Heinrich  Wil¬ 
helm  or  Ernst  Henry  Conradt. 

A-6262074,  Cucullu,  Fjpancesca  R. 

A-21 13086,  DaGoutls,  Louise  Emille  nee 
Masse. 

A-6404432,  Davis,  >DIane  May. 

A-6404433,  Davis,  Eileen  Marie. 

A-6404431,  Davis,  Philip  Bennet. 

A-2945367,  Dawson,  Harriet  Mae  or  Hattie 
Mae  Lloyd  or  JIarriet  Mae  Gibson. 

A-4746398.rDe  Escalante,  Alicia  Adriana 
Vara  or  Alicia  Adriana  Vara-Solis  DeCordero. 

A-31975jf&  De  Gomez,  Rita  Avena  alias  Rita 
Avena.  M 

A-6  Q#90 5 5,  Dimakos,  Christos  alias  Christos 
Demg&os, 

A»%665465,  DiPietro,  Sebastiano  or  Pietro 
Pefrillo  or  Grido  Cardella. 

,^-9836789,  Drioli,  Salvatore. 

A— 9671716,  Elvir,  Cesar  Augusto. 


A-4785369,  Engles,  Elsie  Violet  nee  Elsie 
Violet  Huffman. 

A-5906667,  Fahle,  Adeline  nee  Nibbs. 

A-3481412,  Fahie,  Joseph  Alfred. 

A-5832029,  Fahie,  Rebecca. 

A-3193626,  Fekete,  Agnes  Elizabeth  nee 
Pauza  now  Kourcosk  or  Korscak. 

A-6774677,  Frank,  Annie  or  Ann  Frank  or 
Ann  Burtnik  Frank  or  Annie  Burtnik  Frank. 

A-6716135,  Frazer,  Joseph  Wellington. 

A-6464484,  Frenkel,  Mayer. 

A-6020425,  Gabriel,  Manuel  Gimenez. 

A-6405609,  Gallegos,  Manuel  or  Manuel 
Medina. 

A-3750703,  Garcia,  Juan  or  John  Garcia. 

A-6063595,  Garcia,  William  Joseph. 

A-5140522,  Garlipp,  Franz  Hermann  or 
Frank  Herman  Garlipp. 

A-5048436,  Ghinelli,  Germano  or  Jerry 
Ghinelli. 

A-6051631,  Gobb,  Marguerite  Elinor  nee 
Aaron  also  known  as  Marguerite  Elinor  Aaron. 

A-6500830,  Gomez,  Maria  Pilar  alias  Olivia 
Gomez  alias  Maria  Olivia  Gomez  Pedroza  or 
Maria  Pilas  Gomez  Quesada. 

A-6288439,  Greaves,  Anne  Marie  nee  Anne 
Marie  Erneste  Pierre  Monlouis-Eugene. 

A-6630058,  Gson-Niebllng,  Goesta  Bertil. 
A-3063878,  Hanko,  Joseph  Ewald  or  Joseph 
ir  Jozef  Hanko.  A 

r'>A-6413603,  Harvie,  Meryl  Lorraine  or  Meryl 
Lafxaine  Grayson.  j 

A*h6369265,  Hernandez-Gutierrez,  4fose 
Marill. 

A-440B931,  Haimburger,  Rudolf  Gustave  or 
Rudolf  Haimburger. 

A-65906&7,  Huggins,  William  Archibald. 

A-6425285^Jacobs,  Olive  Jane.-f 

A-6446194,'%panta,  Florence  ’hee  Florence 
Antonescu.  Jp' 

A-9505156,  Johansen,  Kristian  Rudolf. 

A-4624493,  Kinf^ell,  Ofelia  Aycardl  nee 
Aycardi.  %.  # 

A-9706894,  KokoliS^Jonnes  Peter;  or  Ko- 
kolis,  John  Peter  alia^atehn  Nicholas  Kokolis 
or  Ioannis  Kokolis/'Or  Iranis  Giannaris  or 
Ioannis  Panagiotis»Kokolis%r  Ioanis  Koukalis. 

A-6489767,  Kos&fzak,  Lita%perster  nee  Llta 
Foerster.  Ar 

A-6440727,  jSlovar,  Anton  or^nton  Joseph 
Kovar.  Jf'  % 

A-  6208118,  Kromhout,  Arie  Jan. 

A-4549942,  Laeske,  Hedwig  Anna’^ormerly 
Browns  nee  Bardeleben. 

A -6484122,  Lansford,  Ethel  Matilda  fofltasrly 
Ethel  Matilda  Molohon  nee  MacDonald/ 

A-2773539,  Lee,  Ruth  Mo  or  Ruth  Lo-r 

MS. 

f/  56122/739,  Lencovich,  Joseph  Peter. 

A-1304739,  Lepore,  Salvatore  alias  Samuel 
or  Sam  Lepore  alias  Samuel  Le  Poce. 

A— 4769421,  Lettsome,  Edward  or  Edward 
Letsome. 

A— 1424552,  Levitsky,  Thomas. 

A-6261599,  Longos,  Katina. 

A-1322447,  Lopez-Martinez,  Juan. 

A-2365797,  de  Lopez,  Maria  Valadez- 
Romero. 

A-4388670,  Lo  Surdo,  Sebastiano. 

A-2145986,  Lucas,  Lleselotte  or  Lieselotte 
Muenzer  or  Lotte  Muenzer  or  Munzer. 

A— 6706960,  Luschnlg,  Klaus  Oswald  or 
Klaus  Carnival. 

A-4584463,  Mac  Clymont,  David  or  Thomas 
Wood. 

A-5777765,  Mahlman,  Bruno  William  or 
Bruno  William  Dietrich  Mahlman. 

A-4052648,  Malerba,  Domenico  or  Dome- 
nick  Malerba. 

A-6095324,  Mantzuranis,  Evagelia  or  Eva- 
gelia  Mantzurani  or  Evagelia  Stratlgakis. 

A-6 645782,  Mar,  Judy  alias  Judy  Muck. 

A-6645783,  Mar,  James  alias  James  Muck. 

A-6566614,  Mariades,  Helene  Agouras  for¬ 
merly  Helene  Andrea  Agouras. 

A-6612108,  Marquez,  Arturo. 

A-6612107,  Marquez,  Marla  Del  Carmen. 

A-6694634,  Martinez,  Cruz. 

A-6689502,  McDougall,  Joseph  Ignatius. 

A-3024922,  McGill,  John  Joseph. 
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A-66030*5,  Mendoza,  Julio. 

A-6608918,  Mendoza,  Jose  Salome. 

A-9578104,  Montgomery,  Clem. 

A-5694677,  Muller,  Mathias  or  /ffathew 
Muller.  / 

A-5694676,  Muller,  Barbara  nee  Kfessner. 

A-3869778,  Munoz,  Maria  Amg^o  Gegunde 
Gomez  nee  Maria  Gegunde.  jf 

A-2481845,  Munroe,  Harold  iferuce. 

A-9801088,  Newton,  Arthur. 

A-4026037,  Nimeneh,  Thomas  Kun  or 
Thomas  Nimeneh  or  TJj&mas  Nimeneh-Bey 
or  Thomas  Kun  Nemeyea  or  Keen  Nimeneh 
or  Sam  Nimeneh  or  Kfeen  Nimeh. 

A-4651936,  O’Dwjpir,  Elizabeth  nee  Ahern 
alias  Elizabeth  Ojjgan. 

A-6611843,  Ot$ey,  Robyn  Josephine. 

A-9836874,  E^lceira,  Vicente  or  Vicente 
Paiceira  Perejj 

A-220157 Palermo,  Rosario  or  Richard 
Ross  Paleyifio  or  Ross  Palermo. 

A-314&422,  Palermo,  Salvatore  or  Samuel 
Palermdf 

A-33$6433,  Palermo,  Vincenzo  or  James 
Palermo. 

,A-3 140520,  Palermo,  Anna. 

/•A-9769360,  Pane,  Antonino  or  Anthony 
.Pane  or  Antonio  Pane. 
f  A-6256122,  Papadakis,  Georgia  N. 

A-4642742,  Paraslliti,  Nicola  Sebastiano 
Collazzo  or  Nicola  Sebastiano  Parasiliti  Co- 
lazzo  or  Nicholas  Parasi  or  Benny  Pernite  or 
Nicholas  Benny  Pernite. 

A-6374752,  Paul,  Alvin  Colton  Thomas 
Theophilus. 

A-6331342,  Piekarz,  Hersz. 

A-6633957,  Pilostomos,  Christos  Antonios. 

A-7598205,  Questel,  Francois  Marie  Edou¬ 
ard,  or  Edouard  Questel. 

A-5369159,  Ramos,  Anastacio. 

A-3586557,  Ramos,  Anacleta. 

A-5711339,  Rando,  Bartolo. 

A-4798904,  de  Rangel,  Rita  Morales  or  Rita 
Arroyo. 

A-7703612,  Rehen,  Estrid  Viola  Margareta 
or  Estrid  Viola  Margareta  Tengwall  nee  Sund- 
berg. 

A-9582529,  Reinsma,  Otte  or  Otto  Reinsma. 

A-6290531,  Reiter,  Fanny  nee  Diamond  or 
Fany  Reiter. 

A-4030409,  Resch,  Frank  or  Frank  Reck  or 
Franz  Resch. 

A-6608814,  Reynolds,  Bernard  Douglas. 

A-6917858,  Robles,  Isidro. 

A-6001963,  Roberts,  Norma  Elizabeth  or 
Norma  E.  Roberts  or  Norma  Roberts. 
A-7757524,  Roders,  Naomi  Elizabeth. 

A-61 13669,  Roman-Rodriguez,  Antonio. 
A-3680851,  Rostar,  Victor. 

A-6373974,  Rothstein,  Izydor. 

.-6373973,  Rothstein,  Helena. 

611826,  Rudd,  James  Sidney. 
A^&667351,  Ruiz-Carillo  De  Quintero,  Maria 
or  Dcteues  Cardenas-Soto. 

A-25l{&)50,  Rullo,  Hazel  Ann  nee  DeLisle. 

A-977$$41,  Russo,  Salvatore. 

A-5155^|L  Sagert,  Clarence  James. 

A-5573562%Schenk,  Otto  alias  Otto  Leh¬ 
man. 

A-5151143,  S&neider,  Richard  Georg. 

A— 4728863,  ScHjienberg,  Wilhelm  Heinrich 
August  or  Willian&jSchoenberg. 

A-6376906,  Seme®,  Maria  nee  Maria 
Palovcik. 

A-5314309,  Shee,  On^gwok  or  Ong  Kwock 
Shee  or  Roy  Ong. 

A-6378087,  Shumis,  Artels  Troyannou  or 
Artenoula  Trogiannou  or  Arlfcpns  Troiannou 
or  Artemis  Troyannou. 

A-1963646,  Sirianos,  George^r  Georgios 
Theodore  Sirianos. 

A-6446698,  Smedley,  Shane  Ka9|(g  Doug¬ 
las. 

A-4699538,  Sommer,  Oscar  Felix  of^Dskar 
Felix  Sommer  or  Felix  Sommer. 

A-5465763,  Stevens,  Annie  Isabella. 

A-6772017,  Sturmer,  Gerlinde  Marla.  \ 

A-4433087,  Tackolander,  Leonard  Helga 
alias  Leonard  Quire. 

A-5880975,  Tatem,  Edmund  Adolphus. 
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Ar-7539649,  Totrras-Morelly,  Jose  or  Jose 
Tomes.  Junior. 

A-5857499.  Tornow,  Marie  nee  Wejnls  or 
Marie  Fischer. 

A-6345256,  Trapatsa,  Chryssoula. 

A-9836782j  Ullah,  Anfar. 

A-6346062,  Vafldes,  Olga  nee  Rafaeledes. 

A-9727432,  Valjas,  Artemi. 

A-6459280,  Vasquez,  Jorge  Carrion  alias 
Robert  Franco.  %. 

A-l  114647,  Vestes,  Stratos  or  Ernest  Vestes 
alias  Efstiatios  Vestis. 

A-6690309,  Villegas,  Ramon  alias  Ramon 
Villegas-Ortiz. 

A-6785838,  Wallace,  Ezra. 

A-1052865,  Wasserman,  Benjamin  or  Ber¬ 
nard  Wasserman  or  Benjamin  Waserman. 

A-5750607,  Wayditch,  Julia  alias  Julia 
Bornyaszl  Oroszy. 

A-4392874,  Whearty,  James  Patrick  or 
James  Wheatley. 

A-6431871,  Willman,  Philip  John  Archi¬ 
bald. 

A-4777885,  Wilson,  Arthur  Rutherford. 

A-7799625,  Wilson,  Walter  Allen.  \ 

A-6078139,  Wright,  Lourdes  Dlzon.  \ 

A-6767818,  Yang,  Chao-Chen.  \ 

A-6739338,  Yang,  Dzing-Tsch  Shun. 

A-2963630,  Yuelling,  Joseph  or  Yoesef. 


MAMIE  L.  HURLEY 


MRS.  MARION  T.  SCHWARTZ 


JL 


Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  of  Raleigh,  N.  C.,  as  ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  estate  of  C.  A.  Ragland, 
Sr.,  deceased,  (1)  the  sum  of  $9,860.35,  the 
amount  to  which  the  Court  of  Claims  found 
the  said  First-Citizens  Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  en¬ 
titled,  the  payment  of  such  sum  being  in 
full  satisfaction  of  the  claim  of  the  said 
First-Citizens  Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  against  the 
United  States  for  compensation  for  work  per¬ 
formed  by  the  late  C.  A.  Ragland,  Sr.,  under 
contracts  numbered  1-1P-5554  and  1-1P- 
6688,  on  projects  1T1  and  2E2,  Shenandoah- 
Great  Smoky  Mountains  Parkway. 


The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  594)  for  the  relief  of  Mamie 
L.  Hurley,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  with  an 
amendment,  at  the  end  of  the  bill,  to 
change  the  period  to  a  colon,  and  insert: 

Provided  further,  That  nothing  in  this  act 
shall  be  construed  as  an  inference  of  liabil¬ 
ity  on  the  part  of  the  United  States. 


The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 


The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1169)  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Marion  T.  Schwartz,  which  had  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary  with  an  amendment,  on  page  1, 
in  line  6,  after  the  words  “sum  of,”  to 
strike  out  “$4,000”  and  insert  “$1,671.” 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time.  / 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time,  apd 
passed. 


FIRST-CITIZENS  BANK  &  TRUST  CQ;7  ETC. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
joint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  18)  Jffr  the  re¬ 
lief  of  the  First -Citizens  Banjos  and  Trust 
Co.,  administrator  of  the  estate  of  C.  A. 
Ragland,  Sr.,  which  had/been  reported 
from  the  Committee  ojaf  the  Judiciary 
with  amendments,  oruftage  2,  in  line  9, 
after  the  word  “  entitled”,  to  strike  out: 
“,  together  with  inj&est  on  such  sum  at 
the  rate  of  6  pgr  centum  per  annum 
from  August  19/1938;  and  (2)  the  sum 
of  $1,555.55  i/bresenting  actual  court 
costs  incurred  by  the  said  First-Citizens 
Bank  and  ^frust  Company  in  presenting 
such  claii^f  to  the  Court  of  Claims”;  and 
in  line  14,  after  the  word  “such”,  to 
strike  Out  “sums,”  and  insert  “sum",  so 
as  tarhake  the  joint  resolution  read: 

ffplolved,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
TfSasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to  pay, 
Jtmt  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  oth- 
’  erwlse  appropriated,  to  the  First-Citizens 


The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
may  we  have  an  explanation  of  the  joint 
resolution? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  is  to  provide  for  the  payment 
to  the  First  Citizens  Bank  &  Trust  Co., 
of  Raleigh,  N.  C.,  as  administrator  of 
the  estate  of  C.  A.  Ragland,  Sr,,  the  sum 
of  $9,860,  to  which  the  Court  of  Claims 
found  the  trust  company  to  be  entitled, 
after  consideration  as  authorized  by 
Senate  Resolution  256  of  the  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress. 

v.  The  matter  was  before  the  Seventy- 
e%hth  Congress,  at  which  time  they 
parties  were  authorized  to  sue  in  the 
CourtsOf  Claims,  and  the  Court  of  Clabfhs 
has  approved  this  judgment.  / 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  thank  the 
Senator.  \  / 

The  PltESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment"  and  third 
reading  of  the  Joint  resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  wa/ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  rgdfding,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed/  | 

The  preamble  wasjkgreed  to. 

ELLEN  HUDSON,.  ADMINISTRATRIX  7 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the# 
bill  (S.  42)  fof-the  relief  of  Ellen  Hud¬ 
son,  as  administratrix  of  the  estate  of,' 
Walter  R.  jtmdson,  which  ha’^  been  re-| 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  the  Judi-# 
ciary  wi^i  amendments,  on  page  1,  irf“ 
line  5 /Sifter  the  name  “Ellen  Hudson,” 
to  insert  “of  804  South  Verdugo  Road, 
Glendale,  California”;  and  in  line  7,  aftgr 
the  words  “sum  of”,  to  strike  o' 
,“$15,000”  and  insert  “$7,500”,  so  as  to"' 
make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  to  Ellen  Hudson, 
of  804  South  Verdugo  Road,  Glendale,  Calif., 
as  administratrix  of  the  estate  of  Walter  R. 
Hudson,  deceased,  the  sum  of  $7,500,  in  full 
satisfaction  of  the  claim  of  such  estate 
against  the  United  States  for  compensation 
for  the  death  of  the  said  Walter  R.  Hudson 
as  a  result  of  personal  Injuries  sustained  by 
him  when  the  automobile  in  which  he  was 
riding  was  struck  by  a  United  States  Army 
vehicle,  near  Pittman,  Nev.,  on  April  4,  1943: 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  in  this  act  in  excess  of  10  percent 
thereof  shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  re¬ 
ceived  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on  account 
of  services  rendered  in  connection  with  this 
claim,  and  the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any 
contract  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Any  person  violating  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  ia 
any  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000. 


The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 
The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third,  and 
passed. 


BARBARA  OBRIEN  FARQUER 
The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 


bill  (S.  408)  for  the  relief  of  Barbara 
O'Brien  Farquer,  which  had  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  the  (Judi¬ 
ciary  with  an  amendment,  to  strike  out 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  be,  and 
he  is  hereby,  authorized  and  directed  to  pay, 
out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  to  the  estate  of  William  E. 
OBrien,  deceased,  late  of  ^Detroit,  Mich.,  the 
sum  of  $10,232,  in  full  settlement  of  all  claims 
of  the  said  estate  agairfst  the  United  States 
on  account  of  the  d^lfth  of  the  said  William 
E.  OBrien,  on  Nove/iber  20,  1943,  as  a  result 
of  injuries  sustained  when  an  airplane  in 
which  he  was  fitting  was  struck  by  an 
Army  airplane?'  at  the  Detroit  City  Air¬ 
port,  Detroit/Mich.:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  the  amc^rnt  appropriated  in  this  act  in 
excess  of /0  percent  thereof  shall  be  paid 
or  delivpfed  to  or  received  by  any  agent  or 
agentsjattorney  or  attorneys,  on  account  of 
servit/s  rendered  in  connection  with  this 
claims,  and  the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any 
cgrttract  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

ly  person  violating  the  provisions  of  this 
ict  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined 
in  any  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000. 


The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  estate  of 
William  E.  O'Bxi.en.” 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 


The  bill  (S.  526)  to  provide  for  the  re¬ 
organization  of  Government  agencies, 
and  for  other  purposes,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
let  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 


The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  595)  to  confer  jurisdiction 
upon  the  Court  of  Claims  to  hear,  deter¬ 
mine  and  render  judgment  upon  a  cer¬ 
tain  claim  of  Harry  W.  Sharpley,  his 
heirs,  administrators,  or  assigns,  against 
t|ie  United  States,  which  had  been  re- 
pbf  ted  from  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  with  an  amendment,  at  the  end  of 
the  bjll  to  change  the  period  to  a  colon, 
and  iA^ert: 


And  provided  further,  That  nothing  in  this 
act  shall  construed  as  an  inference  of  lia¬ 


bility  on  thfeypart  of  the  United  States. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time.  V 

The  bill  was  reaa/he  third  time,  and 
passed.  \ 

CARL  E.  LAWSON  AND\  THE  FIREMAN'S 
FUND  INDEMNI^T  CO. 

The  Senate  proceeded  tot  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1271)  for  the  relief  of  Carl  E. 
Lawson  and  Fireman’s  Fund  "Lrdemnity 
Co.,  which  had  been  reported  Thom  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  with  an 
amendment,  on  page  1,  in  line  6,  after  the 
word  “California”,  to  strike  out  “and  to 
pay  the  sum  of  $1,038.79  to  the  Fireman's 
Fund  Indemnity  Co.,  of  San  Franciscby 
Calif.”;  and  in  line  11,  to  strike  out  “and^S. 


6333 


1949  CON 

"fche  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Baldwin]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 

Senat'S^ 

The  senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Smith]  is^absent  because  of  illness.  If 
present  ank  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  JerseymMr.  Smith]  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  result  vfo,s  announced — yeas  48, 


nays  21,  as 

follows: 

YE^-48 

Anderson 

Hill  \ 

'  Myers 

Brewster 

Hoey 

O’Mahoney 

Butler 

Holland 

Reed 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Cofqk 

Robertson 

Cain 

Kerr  4 

t^Russell 

Capehart 

Knowland 

%xltonstalI 

Cordon 

Lodge 

Sqhoeppel 

Donnell 

Long 

Smtth,  Maine 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Steals 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Thye\. 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Tydinglk 

George 

McGrath 

VandenlSM'g 

Graham 

McKellar 

Watkins  % 

Green 

Martin 

Williams  \ 

Gurney 

Miller 

Withers 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

NAYS— 21 

Young 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Malone 

Douglas 

Kem 

Morse 

Downey 

Kilgore 

Murray 

Ecton 

Langer 

Neely 

Ferguson 

MeCarran 

Sparkman 

Gillette 

McFarland 

Taylor 

Hayden 

McMahon 

Wiley 

NOT  VOTING— 

-27 

Aiken 

Humphrey 

O’Conor  ~ 

Baldwin 

Hunt 

Pepper 

Briclser 

Ives 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Bridges 

Jenner 

Taft 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Thomas,  Utah 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Tobey 

Flanders 

Maybank 

Wagner 

Hendrickson 

Millikin 

Wherry 

So  the  bill  H.  R.  3704  was  passed  i 
Mr.  McGRATH.  I  move  that  the  Ser/f 
ate  insist  upon  its  amendments,  requesjfa| 
conference  with  the  House  thereon,  alhdj 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  confere^  on| 
the  part  of  the  Senate.  *  M 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  agsfl  the] 
Vice  President  appointed  Mr.  Hmi,  Mr.| 
McGrath,  Mr.  Johnston  of  Soup  Caro-|; 
lina,  Mr.  McCarthy,  and  Mr.  JpHOEPPEiJ 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sjaate. 
ORGANIZATION  AND  ADMItlfeSTRATION  ] 
OP  STATE  DEPARTMENT 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT jlid  before  the! 
Senate  the  amendment  $  the  House  of? 
Representatives  to  the  Jail  (S.  1704)  to; 
strengthen  and  improv#the  organization] 
and  administration  ot^he  Department  of  j 
State,  and  for  other  mu-poses,  which  was,] 
to  strike  out  all  aftef  the  enacting  clause] 
and  insert:  £ 

That  there  shall^e  in  the  Department  of] 
State  in  addition  j®  the  Secretary  of  State  an] 
Under  Secretaryjfef  State  and  10  Assistants 
Secretaries  of  sysate.  ] 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  State  and  the  offi-l 
cers  referred  in  section  1  of  this  act  shall] 
be  appointed’^by  the  President,  by  and  with] 
the  advice  i^uhd  consent  of  the  Senate.  The] 
Counselor-,#!  the  Department  of  State  and; 
the  Legal  Xdviser,  who  are  required  to  be  ap-| 
pointedly  the  President,  by  and  with  the  ad-| 
vice  anill  consent  of  the  Senate,  shall  rank] 
equally^  with  the  Assistant  Secretaries  of] 
States’  Any  such  officer  holding  office  at  the] 
tim*the  provisions  of  this  act  become  effec-i 
tivwshall  not  be  required  to  be  reappointed 
bj/eason  of  the  enactment  of  this  act.  The 
sircretary  may  designate  two  of  the  Assistant 
Secretaries  as  Deputy  Under  Secretaries. 
f  Sec.  3.  The -Secretary  of  State,  or  such  per-j 
'Eon  or  persons  designated  by  him,  notwith-! 
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standing  the  provisions  of  the  Foreign  Segv-  i 
ice  Act  of  1946  (60  Stat.  999)  or  any  o$er  3 
law,  except  where  authority  is  Inherent  i p.  or  c 
vested  in  the  President  of  the  United  Spates,  J 
shall  administer,  coordinate,  and  direct  the  t 
Foreign  Service  of  the  United  States  and  the  ?;:, 
personnel  of  the  State  Department.  Any 
provisions  in  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  1946,  > 
or  in  any  other  law,  vesting  authority  in  the  | 
"Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for®dministra-fe 
tion,”  the  “Assistant  Secretary,;  of  State  in 
Charge  of  the  Administration  df  the  Depart-  £ 
ment,”  the  “Director  Generaip  or  any  other; 
reference  with  respect  theplo,  are  hereby  ‘ 
amended  to  vest  such  authority  in  the  Secre-'Jf 
tary  of  State.  v  M 

Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  o^JState  may  promul-.i 
gate  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be& 
necessary  to  carry  out  £he  functions  now  or?r 
hereafter  vested  in  thjf  Secretary  of  State  or 
the  Department  of  Spite,  and  he  may  dele-|: 
gate  authority  to  perform  any  of  such  func¬ 
tions  to  officers  and,remployees  under  his  dir-.; 
rection  and  supervision. 

Sec.  5.  The  following  statutes  or  parts  ofg 
statutes  are  hereby  repealed: 

Section  200  the  Revised  Statutes,  as§ 
amended  and  amplified  by  the  acts  authoriz-f 
king  the  establishment  of  additional  Assistant^ 
aiecretaries  of  State,  including  section  22  of  f 
tfie  act  of  May  24,  1924  (ch.  182,  and  the  act! 
of  %cemt>br  8,  1944,  R.  S.  200;  43  Stat.  146;® 
58  sWt.  798;  5  U.  S.  C.  152,  as  amended  by'f 
Publiddiaw  767,  80th  Cong.). 

Secticto  202  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  ? 
1946  (60  aftat.  1000)  and  any  other  reference! 
in  such  acfto  the  “Deputy  Director  General.”! 

Section  1041  of  the  Foreign  Service  Act  of  t 
1946  (60  Stat\l032) . 

J'M.r.  CONNELLY.  Mr.  President,  l| 
ipove  that  theNSenate  concur  in  the! 
amendment  of  tnk  House. 

REORGANIZATION  OF  GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  Senate  bill  526,  to  provide  for  the 
reorganization  of  Government  agencies, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Calendar  No. 
213,  a  bill  (S.  526)  to  provide  for  the  re¬ 
organization  of  Government  agencies, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  have  heard  it 
stated  that  Senate  bill  526  may  be  dis¬ 
placed  shortly  by  the  agricultural  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  the  majority  lead¬ 
er,  if  that  is  a  fact;  or,  if  it  is  not  a  fact, 
if  he  expects  to  take  up  the  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  early  tomorrow  afternoon? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  bill  will  not  be  dis¬ 
placed  during  this  afternoon  by  the  agri¬ 
cultural  appropriation  bill.  Just  when 
the  agricultural  appropriation  bill  will  be 
considered  I  am  not  able  at  this  moment 
to  say,  but  it  will  perhaps  be  some  time 
during  the  week. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  But  it  will  not 
be  on  short  notice  tomorrow? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  believe  so,  be¬ 
cause  we  have  another  matter  on  which 
we  must  act  tomorrow,  which  is  the  mo¬ 
tion  made  by  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green]  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  Senate  recommitted 
the  Labor-Federal  Security  appropria¬ 


tion  bill^That  motion  will  be  taken  up 
at  12  o’clock  tomorrow  immediately  after 
the  Senate  convenes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(S.  526)  to  provide  for  the  reorganization 
of  Government  agencies,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  has  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments  with  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Perhaps  it  was  stated 
while  I  was  not  on  the  floor,  but  has  there 
been  any  announcement  made  as  to  when 
the  calendar  will  be  called? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Let  me  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  that  there  has  been  no 
announcement  as  to  when  the  calendar 
will  be  called,  but  it  will  be  called  some¬ 
time  during  the  present  week. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Committee  £n  Expenditures  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Departments  held  considerable 
hearings  and  gave  very  careful  study  to 
Senate  bill  526  before  reporting  it  favor¬ 
ably  to  the  Senate  with  certain  amend¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  President,  the  need  for  reorgani¬ 
zation  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government,  in  the  interest  of 
economy  and  efficiency  of  operation,  is 
recognized  and  acknowledged  by  the 
President,  by  the  Congress,  and  by  the 
citizens  of  this  Nation.  It  is  essential 
that  the  Congress,  in  the  public  interest, 
enact  legislation  to  effectuate  the  neces¬ 
sary  reforms  to  bring  the  executive  struc¬ 
ture  into  a  cohesive  and  workable  organi¬ 
zation  in  attune  with  modern  times. 

The  pending  bill,  S.  526,  continues  a 
practice  previously  initiated  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  expedite  reorganizations  within 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 
The  original  effort  toward  reorganiza¬ 
tion  by  delegation  of  authority  to  the 
President,  and  proposed  to  be  continued 
in  the  pending  bill,  was  first  incorporated 
in  the  Economy  Act  of  June  30,  1932. 
Under  that  authorization,  President  Her¬ 
bert  Hoover  submitted  11  reorganization 
plans,  which  were  subject  to  disapproval 
by  either  House  of  Congress  within  60 
days  after  submission.  Due  to  the  im¬ 
pending  change  in  administrations,  all 
11  plans  submitted  after  the  general  elec¬ 
tions  in  1932  were  rejected  by  the  House 
of  Representatives,  then  under  Demo¬ 
cratic  control,  on  the  ground  that  the  in¬ 
coming  administration  should  be  permit¬ 
ted  to  review  these  proposals  and  submit 
its  own  reorganization  program  to  the 
Congress. 

Amendments  to  the  Economy  Act  in 
1933  granted  additional  reorganization 
authority  to  the  President,  under  broad¬ 
ened  powers  providing  that  reorganiza¬ 
tions  could  be  effected  by  Executive  Or¬ 
der  effective  after  60  days  unless  Con¬ 
gress  set  aside  such  plan  by  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  a  new  statute.  Under  this  act, 
8  principal  and  15  subsidiary  Executive 
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orders  were  issued  by  President  Franklin 
D.  Roosevelt,  none  of  which  was  set  aside 
by  statute  within  the  60-day  period. 

In  1939  the  Congress  passed  the  first 
Reorganization  Act  under  which  Execu¬ 
tive  initiation  of  reorganization  plans 
was  authorized,  to  become  effective  after 
60  days  unless  disapproved  by  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  of  both  Houses.  Under 
this  act  five  reorganization  plans  were 
submitted  by  President  Roosevelt,  none 
of  which  was  rejected  by  either  House. 
These  plans  included  the  creation  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  the  Federal 
Works  Agency,  the  Federal  Loan  Agency, 
and  the  Executive  Office  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  Other  transfers  and  consolida¬ 
tions  effected  under  Plans  I  and  H,  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  President  and  effectuated 
on  July  1, 1939,  included  the  Farm  Credit 
Corporation,  the  Federal  Farm  Mort¬ 
gage  Corporation,  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation,  and  the  Rural  Electrifica¬ 
tion  Administration  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture;  the  Foreign  Commerce 
Service,  Foreign  Agricultural  Service, 
and  the  Foreign  Service  Buildings  Com¬ 
mission  to  the  Department  of  State;  the 
Federal  Prison  Industry  and  the  National 
Training  School  for  Boys  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice;  and  the  Inland 
Waterways  Corporation  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce. 

During  the  war.  Congress  made  fur¬ 
ther  extensive  temporary  delegations  of 
legislative  authority  to  the  President 
under  the  War  Powers  Act,  which  reor¬ 
ganizations  were  subject  to  further  di¬ 
rect  legislative  action  by  Congress  prior 
to  or  after  such  authority  had  expired, 
if  they  were  to  be  made  permanent. 

The  last  Reorganization  Act  approved 
by  Congress  was  in  1945,  providing  for 
the  same  procedure  as  under  the  1939 
act,  that  reorganization  plans  would  be¬ 
come  effective  after  60  days  unless  dis¬ 
approved  by  concurrent  resolution  by 
both  the  House  and  the  Senate.  Under 
this  act  President  Truman  submitted 
seven  plans  to  Congress,  three  of  which 
were  rejected  by  both  Houses  and  failed 
to  become  effective;  three  were  reject¬ 
ed  by  one  House  but  became  law;  one 
v  as  not  opposed  by  either  House.  This 
'  act  expired  April  1,  1948. 

I  point  out  at  this  time  that  in  both 
the  1939  and  the  1945  acts,  which  pro¬ 
vided  that  reorganization  plans  should 
go  into  effect  within  60  days  unless  dis¬ 
approved  by  concurrent  resolutions  of 
both  the  House  and  Senate,  there  were 
specific  exemptions  as  to  a  number  of 
agencies  of  the  Government.  As  I  re¬ 
call,  the  1939  act  contained  21  specific 
exemptions,  and  the  1945  act  contained 
11  exemptions.  The  pending  bill  con¬ 
tains  no  exemptions. 

In  July  1947  the  Congress  approved  the 
bill  creating  the  Commission  on  Organi¬ 
zation  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government,  to  be  composed  of  12  mem¬ 
bers,  with  appointments  to  be  made  on 
a  bipartisan  basis  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House,  by  the  President  pro  tempore  of 
the  Senate,  and  by  the  President.  In 
creating  the  Commission,  the  Congress 
recognized  the  urgent  need  for  reorgani¬ 
zation  studies  with  a  view  to  effectuat¬ 
ing  extensive  consolidations  and  unifica¬ 
tion  of  overlapping  and  duplicating 


agencies  throughout  the  entire  executive 
branch.  The  Commission  was  composed 
of  Members  of  Congress,  representatives 
from  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  from  the  public  in  general. 
Former  President  Hoover  was  made 
Chairman.  The  Commission,  with  the 
aid  of  a  large  technical  staff,  made 
numerous  studies  extending  over  a  period 
of  18  months  into  all  phases  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government  ac¬ 
tivities.  The  Commission  divided  its 
work  into  functional  and  departmental 
segments,  and  created  24  task  forces 
composed  of  about  300  outstanding  ex¬ 
perts  with  authority  to  make  complete 
studies  and  extensive  recommendations. 
The  Commission  has  submitted  18  sepa¬ 
rate  reports  to  the  Congress,  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  order: 

First.  General  Management  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Branch. 

Second.  Personnel  Management. 

Third.  Office  of  General  Services — 
supply  activities. 

Fourth.  The  Post  Office. 

Fifth.  Foreign  Affairs. 

Sixth.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Seventh.  Budgeting  and  Accounting. 

Eighth.  National  Security  Organiza¬ 
tion. 

Ninth.  Veterans’  Affairs. 

Tenth.  Department  of  Commerce. 

Eleventh.  Department  of  the  Treasury. 

Twelfth.  Regulatory  Commissions. 

Thirteenth.  Department  of  Labor. 

Fourteenth.  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior. 

Fifteenth.  Social  Security,  Education, 
and  Indian  Affairs. 

Sixteenth.  Medical  Activities. 

Seventeenth.  Business  Enterprises. 

Eighteenth.  Part  1,  Overseas  Admin¬ 
istration;  Part  2,  Federal-State  Rela¬ 
tions;  Part  3,  General  Research. 

All  these  reports  are  available  to  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  and  contain  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission  on  the 
Reorganization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
,  of  the  Government. 

On  January  13,  1949,  the  Commission 
submitted  a  request  to  the  Congress  that 
reorganization  authority  be  granted  to 
the  President,  in  line  with  previous  re¬ 
organization  acts,  to  expedite  putting 
into  effect  the  Commission’s  recommen¬ 
dations.  Emphasis  was  placed  on  the  im¬ 
portance  of  limiting  exemptions.  It  was 
the  opinion  of  the  Commission  that  past 
experience  had  clearly  shown  that  un¬ 
restricted  authority  should  be  given  to 
the  President  in  order  to  insure  the 
prompt  submission  of  reorganizations 
recommended  by  the  Commission.  It 
was  further  pointed  out  that  this  pro¬ 
cedure,  where  it  could  be  employed,  had 
proved  to  be  preferable  to  the  ordinary 
legislative  processes  requiring  initiation 
of  legislation  by  Congress,  committee  ac¬ 
tion,  and  approval  by  both  Houses  of 
Congress  and  by  the  President. 

On  January  17,  the  President  requested 
the  enactment  of  a  law  granting  to  him 
unlimited  authority  to  submit  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans  to  take  effect  after  60  days, 
unless  disapproved  by  consurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  Congress. 

Following  the  President’s  message,  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments  I  in¬ 


troduced  the  pending  bill.  Senate  bill 
526,  providing  for  the  reorganization  au¬ 
thority  requested  by  the  President.  The 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Departments,  to  which  the  bill 
was  referred,  held  full  hearings  in  a  sin¬ 
cere  effort  to  report  a  bill  that  would  give 
the  President  substantially  the  author¬ 
ity  he  requested.  The  pending  bill  was 
reported  favorably  to  the  Senate  on 
April  7,  1949. 

In  considering  a  program  for  effectu¬ 
ating  required  reorganizations,  it  was  the 
concensus  of  the  committee  that  three 
primary  procedures  should  be  followed: 

First.  That  internal  reorganizations 
affecting  administrative  procedures  could 
be  accomplished  either  by  administra¬ 
tive  action  or  by  Executive  order  within 
the  scope  of  existing  law; 

Second.  That  reorganizations  relating 
to  abolishing  unnecessary  or  duplicat¬ 
ing  agencies,  or  the  transfer  or  consolida¬ 
tion  of  existing  components  or  related 
functions,  subject  to  limitations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  Congress,  could  be  effected 
under  authority  granted  in  the  pending 
bill  by  reorganization  plans,  with  con¬ 
gressional  approval.  It  is  the  second  pro¬ 
cedure  that  the  pending  bill  undertakes 
to  authorize. 

Third.  That  the  Congress  should  initi¬ 
ate  substantive  legislation  required  to 
effectuate  broad  reorganization  programs 
involving  the  transfer  and  consolidation 
of  agencies  or  components,  and  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  existing  policies  and 
functions. 

Mr.  President,  a  study  was  made  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  of  the  various 
reports  submitted  by  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government  to  determine  the  ac¬ 
tion  necessary  to  put  into  effect  the  277 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  by 
administrative  action,  reorganization 
plan,  or  legislation,  on  this  general 
premise.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in¬ 
dicates  that  114  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  or  suggested  reorganizations  by  the 
Commission  may  be  effectuated  by  ad¬ 
ministrative  action,  without  any  further 
authority  from  Congress;  that  124  sepa¬ 
rate  recommendations  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  could  be  effectuated  either  by  sub¬ 
stantive  legislation  or  direct  appropria¬ 
tions  to  already  existing  components  of 
the  Government;  and  that  80  such  re¬ 
organizations  could  be  effectuated  by 
reorganization  plan,  as  proposed  in  the 
pending  bill.  There  were  a  total  of  288 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  determinations  as 
to  changes  required  to  conform  to  the 
277  specific  recommendations  made  by 
the  Commission,  and  a  total  of  318  spe¬ 
cified  actions  indicated  as  necessary  to 
implement  all  the  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations. 

Mr.  President,  I  point  out  the  study 
which  has  been  made  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  not  because  all  the  actions 
recommended  as  a  result  of  that  study 
are  proposed  to  be  undertaken  through 
the  passage  of  the  pending  measure,  for 
under  this  bill  only  approximately  80 
of  the  reorganizations  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  can  be  effected.  As 
for  many  others,  specific  legislation  en¬ 
acted  by  the  Congress  will  be  required 
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in  order  to  place  into  effect  the  changes 
recommended  by  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield.  * 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  dislike  to  interrupt 
the  Senator,  if  he  prefers  to  yield  later 
on.  However,  I  wish  to  ask  him  whether 
the  text  of  Senate  bill  526  is  the  same 
as  the  text  of  the  corresponding  House 
bill,  and  whether  the  new  matter  in¬ 
serted  is  additional  to  the  House  bill, 
or  whether  the  entire  bill  now  before 
us  is  new  language. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  words  in  italics 
are  new  language,  being  amendments 
proposed  by  the  Senate  committee.  The 
House  also  has  made  some  amendments 
or  changes  in  the  bill  originally  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House.  Both  the  House 
bill  and  this  bill  vary  somewhat  from 
the  original  bills  introduced  in  the  re¬ 
spective  Houses. 

Mr.  LODGE.  The  measure  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  is  not  the  House  bill  with 
certain  changes  proposed  by  the  Senate 
committee  but  is  the  original  Senate  bill 
as  modified  by  the  committee;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.-  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
moment  ago  I  stated  that  a  total  of  288 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  determinations  as 
.to  changes  were  required  in  order  to 
conform  to  the  277  specific  recommenda¬ 
tions  made  by  the  Commission,  and  that 
a  total  of  318  specified  actions  were  in¬ 
dicated  as  necessary  in  order  to  imple¬ 
ment  all  the  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions.  This  is  due  to  an  expansion  or 
consolidation  of  Commission  recommen¬ 
dations  into  two  or  more  necessary  ac¬ 
tions  required  to  effectuate  the  entire 
reorganization  proposed.  This  would 
mean  that  existing  laws  will  permit  the 
implementation  of  almost  40  percent  of 
the  Commission  recommendations  by 
administrative  action,  and  about  25  per¬ 
cent  can  be  effectuated  by  reorganization 
plan,  under  the  pending  legislation. 
Under  this  determination,  from  a  mini¬ 


mum  of  30  percent  to  a  maximum  of  40 
percent  of  all  the  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations  will  require  direct  legislative 
action  by  Congress. 

Action  has  already  been  taken  by  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  report¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Property  and  Adminis¬ 
trative  Services  Act  of  1949,  which  is 
Senate  bill  1809,  in  line  with  the  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations  in  Report  No. 
3  on  the  Office  of  General  Services,  and 
involving  eight  substantive  legislation 
recommendations,  according  to  the 
Budget  Bureau  Digest. 

Reports  from  other  committees  indi¬ 
cate  that  some  legislative  action  will  be 
taken  on  other  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  before  the  end  of  the  present 
session  of  Congress.  I  understand  that 
other  committees,  to  whom  have  been 
referred  some  of  the  Commission’s  re¬ 
ports  or  some  of  the  bills  proposed  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  recom¬ 
mendations  contained  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  reports,  have  already  held  hear¬ 
ings,  and  that  some  of  those  measures 
have  already  been  reported  and  are  on 
the  calendar.  Others  are  in  process  of 
being  handled  by  certain  of  the  commit¬ 
tees,  I  understand,  just  as  others  are  in 
process  of  being  handled  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Exe^tive 
Departments. 

There  is  no  purpose  or  desire  on  the 
part  of  the  membership  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  De¬ 
partments  in  any  way  to  delay  or  ob¬ 
struct  or  impede  the  processing  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  which  the  committee 
feels  is  desirable,  and  much  of  which  is 
recommended  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  this  reorganization  plan.  I  de¬ 
sire  to  state — and  I  am  sure  that  all  my 
colleagues  will  agree — that  in  undertak¬ 
ing  to  enact  specific  legislation  with  re¬ 
gard  to  reorganization  proposals,  it  is 
often  a  very  technical  and  complicated 
matter  to  decide  upon  the  exact  language 
which  should  be  included  in  the  bill  in 
order  to  have  it  accomplish  the  desired 
result.  I  know  that  other  members  of 
the  committee  share  that  feeling.  Cer¬ 
tainly  we  cannot  consider  this  matter 
simply  on  a  basis  of  saying  whether  we 
favor  or  oppose  it.  Meticulous  work  is 
required  in  order  that  we  may  present 
to  the  Senate  a  bill  which  will  do  in  an 
intelligent  way  what  has  been  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  Commission’s  reports. 


So  I  assure  my  colleagues  that  the 
committee  of  which  I  have  the  hpnor  to 
be  chairman  is  most  anxious  to  consider 
as  expeditiously  as  we  can  and  report  to 
the  Senate  a  number  of  legislative  pro¬ 
posals  which  will  be  required  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  Commission’s  recommen¬ 
dations  on  subjects  over  which  our 
committee  has  jurisdiction;  and  reports 
from  other  committees  indicate  that 
some  legislative  action  will  be  taken  on 
other  recommendations.  Making  no 
allowance  for  recommendations  which 
may  not  meet  with  the  approval  of  the 
committees,  nor  for  any  reorganization 
plans  that  may  be  disapproved  by  Con¬ 
gress,  and  estimating  that  the  President 
may  initiate  25  percent  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  recommendations  by  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans  if  the  proposed  legislation  is 
adopted  without  further  delay,  it  will 
permit  the  consideration  of  up  to  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  before  the  adjournment  of  Con¬ 
gress.  Of  course,  on  that  point  we 
cannot  be  accurate;  we  do  not  know 
what  may  intervene;  but  it  is  possible,  at 
least  reasonable  hope  is  afforded,  that  a 
large  part  of  the  reorganization  program 
may  receive  consideration  before  this 
session  of  the  Congress  adjourns.  With 
the  35  percent  to  40  percent  which  may 
be  effectuated  by  administrative  action, 
the  over-all  percentage  might  run  up  to 
65  percent  or  more  by  the  end  of  the 
calendar  year. 

At  this  point  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  chart 
entitled  “Condensed  Summary  of  the 
Hoover  Commission’s  Reports  and  Action 
to  be  Taken.”  It  is  a  chart  prepared  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  pointing  out 
the  number  of  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission,  and  classifying 
them,  those  which  can  be  put  into  effect 
without  new  legislation,  the  number 
which  it  is  hoped  may  be  achieved  by 
the  authority  granted  under  the  pending 
bill,  and  initiation  by  the  President  of 
reorganization  plans,  and  the  number 
which  will  possibly  require  specific  legis¬ 
lation.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
be  inserted  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  chart 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Condensed  summary  of  Hoover  Commission  reports  and  action  to  be  taken 


Number  and  title  of  reports 

House 

Doc. 

No. 

Supporting  docu¬ 
ments 

Total 
commis¬ 
sion  rec¬ 
ommen¬ 
dations  1 

Bureau  of  the  Budget  digest  of  effectuation 

Legislation 

proposed 

Jurisdiction  of  committees  * 

Appen¬ 

dixes 

Type¬ 

scripts 

Total 
recom¬ 
menda¬ 
tions  1 

Substi¬ 
tute  leg¬ 
islation 

Appro¬ 

priation 

legisla¬ 

tion 

Reorgan¬ 

ization 

plan 

Admin¬ 

istrative 

action 

1.  General  Management  of  Executive 

55 

E  __ 

4 

27 

26 

8 

4 

10 

12 

S.  942 . 

EXP. 

Branch. 

2.  Personnel  Management.  ..  . 

53 

A . 

29 

33 

13 

1 

2 

18 

S.498;  S.1762 _ 

POCS. 

3.  Office  of  General  Services. _ 

73 

B,  C 

1 

25 

21 

9 

1 

5 

7 

S.  1809 . 

EXP. 

4.  The  Post  Office . . 

76 

I . 

9 

9 

6 

1 

4 

POCS. 

5.  Foreign  Affairs . 

79 

H.  . 

5 

22 

22 

7 

3 

3 

13 

S.  1704 . 

FR. 

6.  Department  of  Agriculture _ 

80 

M . 

16 

11 

4 

3 

6 

AF. 

84 

F  D 

5 

13 

14 

7 

3 

7 

EXP. 

86 

g’_  _ 

3 

6 

14 

4 

3 

7 

S.  1843 . 

AS. 

92 

*  2 

12 

9 

2 

1 

6 

FIN;  LPW;  BC;  POCS. 

100 

N . 

11 

14 

17 

4 

1 

11 

5 

IFC;  PW. 

11.  Treasury  Department . . . 

115 

F . 

10 

10 

4 

5 

2 

S.  1692 . 

FIN. 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Number  and  title  of  reports 


12.  Regulatory  Commissions _ 

13.  Department  of  Labor. _ _ 

14.  Department  of  the  Interior . . 

15.  Social  Security,  Education,  and 

Indian  Affair:;. 

16.  Medical  Activities _ 

17.  Business  Enterprises _ 

18.  Part  1.  Overseas  Administration... 

Part  2.  Federal-State  Relations _ 

Part  3.  Federal  Research _ 


Total 


House 

Doc. 

No. 

Supporting  docu¬ 
ments 

Total 
commis¬ 
sion  rec¬ 
ommen¬ 
dations  1 

Bureau  ot  the  Budget  digest  of  effectuation 

Legislation 

proposed 

Jurisdiction  of  committees  2 

Appen¬ 

dixes 

Type¬ 

scripts 

Total 
recom¬ 
menda¬ 
tions  1 

Substi¬ 
tute  leg¬ 
islation 

Appro¬ 

priation 

legisla¬ 

tion 

Reorgan¬ 

ization 

plan 

Admin¬ 

istrative 

action 

116 

N  8 _ 

(3) 

12 

11 

4 

6 

1 

PW;  IFC. 

ny 

1 

8 

8 

1 

6"* 

2 

LPW. 

122 

L,  Q - 

1 

15 

18 

i 

1 

12 

6 

EXP.;  PW;  IIA;  IFC; 

AS;  JUD.;  AF;  FR;  BC. 

129 

P . 

2 

17 

17 

5 

4 

8 

H.  R.  782 . 

EXP;  LPW;  POCS;  IIA. 

128 

0  . 

11 

11 

10 

1 

2 

4 

5 

LPW. 

152 

J,  R,  K. 

5 

23 

30 

20 

i 

5 

4 

EXP;  BC;  AF;  IFC;  IIA; 

PW. 

140 

1 

1 

1 

1 

EXP;  FR;  AS;  IIA. 

140 

4  6 

5 

5 

4 

.1 

S.  J.  Res  41.  . 

EXP;  FIN. 

140 

2 

2 

1 

1 

/ S.  767;  S.  810- 

JlPW;  IFC;  EXP. 

IS.  24i . 

(20) 

58 

277 

288 

106 

18 

80 

114 

1  Because  Commission  recommendations  have  been  expanded  or  consolidated  in  the 
Budget  Bureau  Digest,  these  2  totals  disagree. 
i  1  House.Committee  Print  13  and  14. 

’  2  Filed  with  Department  of  Commerce. 

*  Bein'?  printed  for  use  of  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

*  The  key  to  abbreviated  committee  references  is  as  follows:  AF— Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry;  AS— Committee  on  Armed  Services;  BC— Committee  on 


Banking  and  Currency;  EXP— Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  De¬ 
partments;  FIX— Committee  on  Finance;  FR— Committee  on  Foreign  Relations; 
IIA— Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs;  IFC  —Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce;  JUD— Committee  on  Judiciary;  LPW— Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare;  POCS— Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service;  PW— Committee 
on  Public  Works. 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  A  comparison  of 
the  pending  bill  with  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1945  has  been  incorporated  in  the 
committee  report,  starting  on  page  6. 
For  the  information  of  the  Senate,  I 
shall  endeavor  to  point  out  very  briefly 
some  of  the  major  differences  between 
the  pending  bill  and  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1945. 

The  1945  act  provided  for  the  disap¬ 
proval  of  any  reorganization  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  by  Concurrent 
Resolution,  requiring  concurrence  by 
both  the  House  and  Senate  before  such 
plans  became  law;  while  the  present  bill 
permits  the  disapproval  of  any  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President 
by  a  simple  resolution  of  either  House. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
bear  in  mind  another  important  differ¬ 
ence,  when  I  reach  it.  That  is,  that  the 
bill  reported  by  the  committee,  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate,  is  what  may  be 
called  a  clean  bill.  There  is  no  exemp¬ 
tion  in  it,  there  is  not  an  exception. 
Every  agency,  every  branch,  every  func¬ 
tion  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  treated  alike,  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  granted  full  authority  to  submit 
reorganization  plans  that  might  affect 
any  agency  or  any  function  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government. 

The  pending  bill  includes  provisions 
which  are  broader  than  the  1945  act, 
through  authority  granted  to  top  officials 
of  Federal  agencies  to  delegate  routine 
functions  vested  in  them  by  law,  now 
prohibited  from  delegation  under  the 
present  statute. 

The  Hoover  Commission,  in  its  studies 
of  the  executive  agencies  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  found  many  instances  of  the  law 
requiring  the  performance  by  the  head 
of  the  agency  of  a  specific  act  which  was 
not  of  any  vital  importance  or  conse-' 
quence  and  which  might  well  be  dele¬ 
gated  by  the  head  of  the  agency  to  some 
competent  subordinate  or  requiring  the 
performance  of  a  duty  which  in  many 
instances  simply  placed  an  undue  burden, 
was  time-consuming  on  the  part  of  the 
agency,  was  unnecessary,  and  therefore 
the  authority  could  be  delegated.  The 


pending  bill  provides  for  such  delegation 
of  authority.  At  the  same  time,  of  course, 
we  still  hold  the  head  of  the  agency  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  performance  of  the 
duties  entrusted  to  him.  The  bill  does 
not  remove  the  responsibility  of  officials 
from  reviewing  actions  taken,  but  per¬ 
mits  them  to  transfer  or  delegate  details 
and  functions  vested  in  them  by  specific 
provisions  of  law,  which  may  be  more 
expeditiously  handled  by  minor  officials. 
The  pending  bill  broadens  and  simplifies 
language  relating  to  reorganizations  and 
the  creation  of  offices  as  compared  to  the 
1945  act. 

With  reference  to  that,  Mr.  President, 
I  may  say  that  after  experience  and  ob¬ 
servation  it  was  easily  found  that  the 
language  granting  general  authority 
could  be  simplified  very  much  in  com¬ 
parison  to  the  1945  act,  detracting  noth¬ 
ing  from  the  powers  therein  delegated, 
but  extending  and  embracing  all  the 
powers  delegated  in  it.  The  changes  are 
.largely  improvements  of  expression,  a 
matter  of  language,  changes  that  do  not 
go  to  the  substance  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  also  permits  the  President 
more  latitude  in  the  creation  of  new 
agencies,  even  to  the  extent  of  establish¬ 
ing  executive  departments  of  Cabinet 
rank.  The  President  did  not  have  that 
authority  under  the  1945  act;  he  did  not 
have  it  under  the  pending  bill  as  orig¬ 
inally  introduced;  but  we  have  broadened 
his  power  to  the  extent  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  may  create  an  agency  or  declare 
the  head  of  an  existing  agency  to  have 
Cabinet  rank.  The  provision  in  the  1945 
act  which  prohibits  consolidation  of  two 
or  more  executive  departments  by  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  has  been  retained, 
however,  in  accordance  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  recommendation  that  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  executive  departments  shall  only 
be  effectuated  by  statute.  While  the 
President  is  given  power  to  create  a  new 
.  department  of  Cabinet  status,  he  is  not 
under  the  act  authorized  to  abolish  an 
existing  Cabinet  department. 

The  bill,  as  reported  by  the  commit¬ 
tee,  has  eliminated  the  restrictive  provi¬ 
sions  relating  to  quasi-judicial  and 


quasi-legislative  functions  of  independ¬ 
ent  agencies,  and  also  of  certain'  inde¬ 
pendent  agencies  that  have  been  named 
and  that  were  excluded  from  the  au¬ 
thority  delegated  in  previous  reorganiza¬ 
tion  acts.  I  here  make  reference  again 
to  the  fact  that  in  the  act  passed  in  1945, 
11  specific  exemptions  were  contained, 
whereas  there  are  none  in  the  pending 
bill;  and  in  the  1939  act,  my  recollection 
is,  there  were  21  specific  exemptions. 

The  pending  bill  also  includes  the  re¬ 
organization  of  the  government  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  which  has  hereto¬ 
fore  been  excluded  from  reorganization 
plans. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  an  authority 
on  the  District  of  Columbia  as  to  the 
particular  establishment  of  the  District 
government,  but  I  should  assume  that  in 
comparison,  with  respect  to  size,  func¬ 
tions,  and  expenditures,  it  is  one  of  the 
major  departments  of  the  Government. 
If  we  are  to  have  a  bill  which  absolutely 
exempts  no  agency  in  the  executive 
branch,  I  think  the  District  of  Columbia 
should  be  included  within  the  purview 
of  the  bill.  The  committee  has  so  rec¬ 
ommended. 

The  bill  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  does  not  grant  authority  to 
the  President  to  create  a  new  executive 
department.  The  House  bill  also  con¬ 
tains  a  so-called  single-package  provi¬ 
sion,  namely,  it  provides  that  a  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  affecting  seven  named 
agencies  shall  not  also  provide  for  a 
reorganization  which  does  not  affect 
such  agencies,  but  permits  the  transfer 
to  such  agencies  of  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  any  agency  not  so  named. 

At  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  I 
shall  have  something  to  say  in  briefly 
expressing  my  own  views  regarding  these 
two  basic  principles  in  the  bill. 

Many  amendments  were  submitted  to 
the  committee  which  would  have  ex¬ 
tended  the  same  treatment  to  other 
agencies  not  named  in  the  House  bill. 
In  other  words,  when  our  committee 
undertook  to  consider  the  legislation 
which  the  House  had  already  passed, 
having  acted  hurriedly — I  do  not  mean 
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to  say  that  it  had  acted  with  too  much 
speed,  but  it  acted  with  more  speed  than 
we  found  convenient  in  the  Senate — it 
had  named  seven  agencies,  quasi-judi¬ 
cial  legislative  commissions,  and  so 
forth,  and  provided  that  any  reorgan¬ 
ization  which  affected  either  or  all  should 
be  contained  in  a  separate  plan,  and  no 
other  agency  of  Government  could  be 
included  within  it,  except  with  respect 
to  the  transfer  of  a  function  of  another 
agency  of  Government  to  the  restricted 
agency. 

When  the  committee  considered  that 
question  there  were  a  number  of  amend¬ 
ments  submitted,  and  it  was  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  committee  stop  where 
the  House  had  stopped,  at  seven.  If  the 
committee  had  adopted  the  policy  of 
writing  in  exemptions,  I  think  probably 
more  than  those  named  in  the  House 
bill  would  have  been  written. 

Former  President  Hoover  was  ques¬ 
tioned  when  he  appeared  before  the 
committee  relative  to  this  provision,  and 
specifically  regarding  the  proposal  to 
remove  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment  from  restrictions  imposed  by  this 
section.  He  was  unalterably  opposed  to 
such  treatment  of  single  segments  of  the 
Government  under  a  general  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Gra¬ 
ham  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  yield  to  his  colleague? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  am  not  quite 
clear  as  to  the  nature  of  those  seven  in¬ 
stances.  Are  they  considered  exemp¬ 
tions  from  the  operation  of  the  bill?  I 
should  like  the  Senator  to  clarify  that 
point.  I  did  not  quite  catch  the  sig¬ 
nificance. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  would  not  classify 
them  as  outright  exemptions.  Those 
who  opposed  any  restrictions  or  limita¬ 
tions  in  the  bill  have  called  them  exemp¬ 
tions.  Properly,  I  think  they  are  not 
actual  exemptions,  but  are  restrictive  to 
the  extent  that  the  President  could  not 
act  as  freely  as  he  could  with  reference 
to  all  other  agencies.  I  say  to  my  col¬ 
league  that  had  the  Senate  committee 
not  decided  to  report  a  clean  bill,  I  would 
have  supported  a  one-package  exemp¬ 
tion.  But  I  shall  come  to  that  a  little 
later.  I  want  to  make  some  comments 
with  reference  to  it,  and  I  desire  to  make 
clear  to  the  Senate  why  we  have  reported 
the  bill  in  this  form.  It  was  in  the  hope 
that  it  might  be  understood  that,  as  in 
all  legislative  processes,  it  is  sometimes 
necessary  to  give  a  little  and  take  a  little 
in  order  to  find  a  happy  medium  where 
everyone’s  rights  are  protected  and  their 
views  generally  respected.  I  think  we 
have  that  kind  of  a  bill  before  us. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  OCONOR.  May  I  ask  the  very 
able  chairman  of  the  committee,  Is  it 
not  true  that  in  line  with  the  question 
just  asked  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  in  the  event  the  House  pro¬ 
visions  should  prevail  and  remain  in  the 


bill,  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  send  down  separate  messages  in 
regard  to  those  particular  agencies,  so 
that  if  there  were  any  over-all  plans 
desired  for  a  number  of  agencies  that 
effort  would  be  thwarted? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  President 
would  have  to  send  down  separate  plans, 
under  the  provisions  as  I  interpret  them. 
I  think  the  Senator  is  eminently  correct. 
Frankly,  I  would  favor  outright  exemp¬ 
tion  procedure  rather  than  a  one-pack¬ 
age  provision,  as  it  has  been  called,  be¬ 
cause,  I  believe,  if  the  House  does  not 
want  a  certain  agency  disturbed,  it 
should  say  so,  and  not  give  the  President 
any  authority  to  reorganize  it.  If  we 
are  not  to  go  that  far,  then  I  should  pre¬ 
fer  a  clean  bill  with  what  I  regard  as 
ample  protection  for  every  agency  and 
everyone’s  particular  theory  that  this 
agency  ought  not  to  be  disturbed,  and 
that  agency  should  be  reorganized,  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  we  have  reported  a  bill 
whose  provisions  will  preserve  the  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  legislative  process.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  provision  in  the  bill  will  help 
to  insure  that  a  better  quality  of  re¬ 
organization  plans  will  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress.  That  is  what  we  all  de¬ 
sire.  There  is  no  disagreement,  no  dis¬ 
sension,  regarding  the  over-all  objective 
which  we  are  seeking.  I  am  sure  there 
would  not  be  a  dissenting  vote  with  re¬ 
gard  to  increasing  economy  and  effi¬ 
ciency. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Does  not  the  Senator 
feel,  having  in  mihd  the  interrelation¬ 
ship  between  and  among  the  various  de¬ 
partments,  that  it  is  much  better  to  have 
a  clean  bill  than  to  have  certain  so- 
called  exemptions  or  certain  designated 
agencies  which  are  not  treated  in  the 
same  manner  as  are  a  great  number  of 
other  agencies? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  think  the  able 
Senator  from  Maryland  will  recall  my 
views  as  expressed  in  committee,  in  our 
executive  session  in  connection  with  this 
bill.  I  have  always  favored  the  exemp¬ 
tion  of  one  or  two  agencies.  I  still  feel 
that  I  would  rather  see  them  unmolested 
and  not  disturbed.  But  since  we  have 
reported  this  bill,  which  was, ’in  some 
measure,  a  compromise  of  our  views,  as 
to  which,  with  possibly  one  exception, 
the  full  committee  agreed,  and  since 
there  has  been  an  opportunity  for  more 
mature  reflection,  I  am  convinced  that 
the  bill  does  afford  a  free  opportunity 
to  the  President  to  submit  any  kind  of 
a  reorganization  plan  which,  in  his  judg¬ 
ment,  he  thinks  the  Congress  should  ac¬ 
cept.  I  am  equally  convinced  that  if 
good  plans  are  submitted,  neither  House 
of  the  Congress  will  oppose  them. 

I  believe  there  is  a  fundamental  prin¬ 
ciple  involved  in  the  process  of  permit¬ 
ting  either  House  to  reject  a  plan,  be¬ 
cause  otherwise  we  delegate  power. 
That  has  been  done  before,  but  I  call 
attention  again  to  the  fact  that  it  has 
not  been  done  heretofore  where  there 
was  a  clean  bill,  because  in  enacting  the 
legislation  Congress  stepped  in  and  said, 
“We  will  give  you  authority  over  these 
agencies,  to  reorganize,  subject  to  the 
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disapproval  of  both  Houses,  but  here  are 
eleven  or  here  are  twenty-one  which  you 
must  not  touch.”  So  I  say  that  the 
more  I  have  considered  the  provision  in 
the  pending  bill,  with  no  restrictions  and 
no  limitations,  the  more  impressed  I  have 
been  that  this  is  the  fair  way,  the  equi¬ 
table  way,  and  the  proper  and  effective 
way,  to  get  the  best  reorganization  plan 
submitted  to  the  Congress. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  If  I  understand 
correctly,  it  takes  affirmative  action  of 
a  majority  of  either  House  to  disapprove 
one  of  the  plans. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  My  colleague  is 
correct,  it  takes  affirmative  action  on 
a  vote  to  disapprove.  Neither  House  is 
compelled  to  act  on  a  plan.  They  can 
assent  to  it,  they  can  acquiesce  in  the 
plan  by  negative  action,  by  doing  noth¬ 
ing.  They  must  act  affirmatively  on  a 
resolution  of  disapproval,  and  if  they 
act  affirmatively,  that  action  must  be 
taken  within  60  days.  If  not  taken 
within  60  days,  then  the  plan  will  be 
effective. 

I  wish  to  point  out  to  my  colleague 
that  that  is  why  I  have  found  it  diffi¬ 
cult  in  the  past,  in  connection  with  the 
other  acts,  to  go  along  with  the  provi¬ 
sion  which  would  require  a  concurrent 
resolution  of  the  two  Houses  tp  disap¬ 
prove.  I  know  it  is  sometimes  said,  “If 
we  are  going  to  get  reorganization,  we 
must  give  the  President  power  to  reor¬ 
ganize.”  But  reorganization  of  itself 
may  not  be  a  worth-while  objective.  It 
is  the  character  and  the  quality  of  reor¬ 
ganization  we  get  which  will  determine 
whether  the  effort  we  are  making  and 
the  program  we  are  undertaking  will 
actually  effectuate  wholesome  and  effi¬ 
cient  and  economical  reorganization  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

Let  me  say  to  my  colleague  and  to 
the  Senate  that  I  think  there  are  those 
who  know  that  there  are  one  or  two 
agencies  of  Government  which  I  should 
dislike  very  much  to  see  disturbed,  but 
notwithstanding  that,  I  am  going  to  de¬ 
fend  the  pending  bill  as  is,  I  am  going 
to  vote  against  any  amendments  placing 
exemptions  in  the  bill,  and  unless  the 
Senate  starts  placing  exemptions  in  the 
bill,  so  long  as  it  leaves  this  provision 
for  a  one  House  veto,  which  I  think  pre¬ 
serves  the  integrity  of  the  legislative 
process,  I  am  going  down  the  line  for 
the  bill  and  vote  against  any  exemptions 
and  let  the  President  have  a  clean  bill 
and  a  free  hand.  At  the  same  time,  I 
say  I  have  had  trouble  going  along  with 
the  requirement  that  two  Houses  must 
disapprove  to  keep  a  reorganization  plan 
from  becoming  law,  because  if  we  retain 
that  provision,  if  we  retain  that  proce¬ 
dure  for  disapproval,  we  are  in  effect 
abdicating  the  legislative  power  and 
duty  of  at  least  one  House  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  branch  of  the  Government,  be¬ 
cause  the  action  of  the  President,  with 
the  approval,  or  no  action  at  all,  nega¬ 
tive  approval,  of  either  House  of  the 
Congress,  could  put  into  effect  a  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  which  the  other  House 
unanimously  opposed,  and  that  plan, 
once  in  effect,  would  be  tantamount  to 
the  enactment  of  a  law. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  MCCLELLAN.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  As  a  very  jun¬ 
ior  member  of  the  Senator’s  committee, 
but  one  who  has  participated  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  plan  which  the  able  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  been  approving  today,  I 
wish  cordially  to  join  myself  to  the  phi¬ 
losophy  of  action  which  he  is  recom¬ 
mending  in  the  bill.  Furthermore,  I 
wish  to  pay  him  the  compliment  which 
he  deserves,  because  I  know  how  deeply 
he  is  attached  to  the  exemption,  of  at 
least  one  or  two  very  important  depart¬ 
ments  or  agencies  of  the  Government. 
I  know  he  considers  it  of  primary  impor¬ 
tance  to  him  and  his  area  that  they 
should  be  exempted,  and  when  he  is  will¬ 
ing  to  surrender  the  right  of  exemption 
at  that  point  in  order  to  have  a  clean 
bill,  without  exemptions,  it  seems  to  me 
that  he  not  only  is  behaving  in  a  states¬ 
manlike  way  himself,  but  that  he  is  set¬ 
ting  an  example  to  the  rest  of  us  which 
tve  will  do  well  to  follow. 

If  the  Senator  will  permit,  I  should 
like  to  add  that  I  am  one  of  those  who 
would  very  seriously  object  to  the  wrong 
kind  of  reorganization  for  one  particular 
instrumentality  in  which  I  have  had  10 
years’  interest,  namely,  the  Federal  De¬ 
posit  Insurance  Corporation.  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  take  my  chances  on  a  clean  bill  if 
we  can  have  a  clean  bill.  I  am  willing 
to  take  my  chances  on  the  forum  of  the 
House  and  Senate  for  the  ultimate  trial 
of  the  justication  of  a  Presidential  plan. 
But  if  we  are  not  to  have  a  clean  bill,  I 
shall  find  it  irresistably  necessary  to 
urge  the  exemption  of  the  agency  in 
which  I  am  interested,  and  I  strongly 
suspect  that  there  will  be  94  other  Sen¬ 
ators  besides  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
and  the  Senator  from  Michigan  who  will 
have  the  same  point  of  view. 

The  net  result  will  be  a  reorganization 
bill  which  so  totally  ties  the  hands  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  that  he 
will  have,  if  he  desires  it,  a  perfect  ex¬ 
cuse  to  do  absolutely  nothing  under  the 
reorganization  law.  I  am  not  willing  to 
give  him  that  excuse.  I  do  not  want  to 
leave  the  matter  in  that  negative  form. 
On  the  contrary,  I  want  to  give  the  Pres¬ 
ident  every  opportunity  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations  which  can  submit  them¬ 
selves  to  the  judgment  of  the  House  and 
Senate. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
recommendation  made  by  the  committee 
is  the  best  possible  formula  to  give  re¬ 
organization  its  maximum  chance,  at 
long  last,  to  make  some  progress  in  de¬ 
mobilizing  the  executive  bureaucracy  of 
the  Federal  Government. 

If  the  Senator  will  permit  me  further 
to  intrude  upon  his  time,  I  should  like  to 
contribute  this  testimony.  The  able 
chairman  of  the  committee  knows  that 
before  the  decision  was  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  took  special  pains  to  consult 
that  group  on  the  outside  of  Congress 
which  is  organizing  itself  in  the  interest 
of  getting  maximum  results  from  the 
Hoover  reports.  I  submitted  to  the 
spokesmen  for  that  group  the  very  frank 
question,  “Which  would  you  rather  have, 
a  reorganization  bill  permitting  a  veto 
by  each  House  of  Congress,  a  clean  bill 


with  no  exemptions  under  those  circum¬ 
stances,  or  would  you  rather  have  the 
two-House  veto  as  originally  contem¬ 
plated  by  the  House  bill,  and  a  list  of 
exemptions?’’  I  said,  “I  don’t  want  any 
snap  answer,  either.  I  want  you  to  spend 
a  day  to  bring  me  an  answer  on  which 
I  can  rely.”  At  the  end  of  the  day  the 
answer  was  that  they  felt  it  was  in¬ 
finitely  preferable  to  have  a  clean  bill,  as 
it  has  been  reported  by  the  committee. 
I  do  not  mean  by  that  testimony  to  cer¬ 
tify  that  they  are  satisfied  with  this  ar¬ 
rangement,  because  of  course  they  would 
like  to  have  both  of  these  protections. 
But  since  it  is  perfectly  obvious  that  both 
protections  cannot  be  provided,  I  think 
they  are  right  when  they  choose  the 
protection  which  has  been  vecommended 
by  the  bill,  and  which  is  ably  supported 
by  the  chairman  of  the  committee,  in 
spite  of  his  personal  reluctance  in  con¬ 
nection  with  some  phases-  of  it.  I  think 
the  Senate  will  have  made  the  greatest 
possible  contribution  to  the  progress  of 
reorganization  under  the  Hoover  reports 
if  it  agrees  with  the  able  Senator  from 
Arkansas  and  proceeds  to  take  the  bill  as 
he  has  presented  it  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  thank  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan,  who  is  now  a  member  of 
the  committee.  He  became  a  member  of 
the  committee  only  this  year.  I  express 
my  personal  appreciation  to  him  for  the 
valuable  contribution  he  made  in  helping 
us  prepare  the  bill.  As  I  stated  earlier 
this  afternoon,  legislation  of  this  charac¬ 
ter  is  not  easy  to  agree  upon.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  made  a  very  valuable 
contribution  all  the  way  through  in  the 
consideration  of  the  measure.  I  agree 
with  what  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
has  said.  If  we  put  enough  exemptions 
and  restrictions  in  the  bill  we  can  give 
the  President  a  reorganization  bill  but 
leave  him  nothing  to  reorganize.  If  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  and  I  should  in¬ 
sist  that  this  agency  or  that  agency,  in 
which  we  are  interested,  should  be  ex¬ 
empted  from  the  provisions  of  the  bill, 
and,  as  the  able  Senator  from  Michigan 
suggested,  if  the  94  other  Senators 
should  insist  on  exempting  agencies  in 
which  they  are  interested,  as  they  prob¬ 
ably  would  if  they  have  the  same  feel¬ 
ing  about  other  agencies  that  I  have 
about  one  or  two  I  have  in  mind,  and 
concessions  were  made  respecting  them, 
the  result  would  be  we  might  pass  a  so- 
called  reorganization  bill,  but  have  noth¬ 
ing  to  reorganize. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  should  like  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  Senator  for  the  manly  way  in 
which  he  has  approached  this  matter, 
because  I  realize  that  there  are  agencies 
of  the  Government  in  which  he  is  pro¬ 
foundly  interested.  I  agree  with  him 
and  I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  that  it  is  a  great  step  forward  if 
we  can  put  this  bill  onto  the  statute 
books.  I  think  the  Senator  knows  of 
my  strong  interest  in  the  whole  subject. 

The  thing  which  preoccupies  me  is 
what  is  going  to  be  the  fate  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  when  it  goes  to  conference.  How 
optimistic  is  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 


on  that  point,  and  can  he  give  us  a  few 
words  of  assurance  as  to  his  general 
approach  to  that  topic? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
will  say  to  the  able  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  that,  of  course,  I  cannot  predict 
whether  the  House  conferees  are  going 
to  agree  with  us  or  not.  But  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  and  to  the 
whole  membership  of  the  Senate  I  say 
that  when  the  bill  is  passed  I  shall  have 
no  intention,  as  a  conferee,  if  I  am  one 
of  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  of  yielding  on  either  of  these  basic 
points.  We  might  just  as  well  settle  that 
question,  and  I  want  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  to  know  now  that  I,  as  a  con¬ 
feree  on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  am  not 
going  to  yield  on  either  of  these  basic 
points.  I  think  that  needs  to  be  known, 
and  I  believe  the  Senate  should  vote  on 
the  bill  with  that  understanding.  I 
think  it  would  be  manifestly  unfair  for 
me  not  to  take  that  position.  I  do  not 
say  that,  of  course,  with  any  disregard 
for  the  views  the  other  House  may  en¬ 
tertain,  but  we  are  endeavoring  to  pass 
through  the  Senate  a  clean  bill,  and  if 
we  cannot  keep  it  clean,  then  we  will 
have,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  to  try 
to  pass  another  bill. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  think  that  is  a  very 
forthright  statement.  It  is  the  kind  I 
would  except  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
to  make.  I  think  it  is  most  helpful  and 
reassuring  to  have  those  good  words  in 
the  Record. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  very  much 
the  way  I  feel  about  it.  There  are  other 
members  of  the  committee  present,  and 
I  know  some  of  them  share  those  views. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  previous  reorganiza¬ 
tion  bills  different  agencies  of  Govern¬ 
ment  have  always  been  exempted,  both 
by  the  House  and  by  the  Senate.  Is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Am  I  correct  in  saying 
that  this  is  the  first  time  that  either 
branch  of  the  Congress  has  ever  come 
forth  with  a  clean  bill  wherein  no  agency 
of  the  Government  is  exempted,  and  giv¬ 
ing  the  President  full  power  to  re¬ 
organize? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct 
with  respect  to  the  three  major  reorgani¬ 
zation  bills  of  this  character  which  have 
been  enacted  into  law  in  the  past.  Of 
course,  in  the  War  Powers  Act  and  in 
the  Economy  Act  there  were  probably 
no  exemptions.  That,  however,  I  do  not 
recall. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  again  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  reading  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  I  find  that  the  House  has 
exempted  from  the  bill  the  National 
Military  Establishment,  the  Board  of 
Governors,  Federal  Reserve  System,  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  and 
Securities  and  Exchange  Commission. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  was  what  the 
committee  reported  to  the  floor  of  the 
House.  Three  other  agencies  were  added 
on  the  floor  of  the  House.  The  bill  was 
further  amended,  as  the  Senator  will 
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see  if  he  reads  further  along  in  the 
report. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  what  I  was  com¬ 
ing  to  next.  In  addition  to  the  agencies 
the  committee  exempted  when  submit¬ 
ting  the  report  to  the  floor  of  the  House, 
three  other  agencies  were  exempted  on 
the  floor,  making  in  all  seven  agencies 
which  the  House  exempted.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  the  query  propounded  by  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  about  what 
may  happen  in  conference,  I  do  not 
know  what  will  happen  there,  and 
neither  does  the  Senator  from  Arkansas, 
of  course;  but,  assuming  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  might 
recede  with  respect  to  these  agencies  and 
agree  with  the  Senate  that  no  agencies 
shall  be  exempt,  would  that  make  any 
difference  with  respect  to  the  other  point 
the  Senator  is  now  stressing  with  respect 
to  the  veto  by  each  branch  of  the 
Congress? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Very  much  so,  be¬ 
cause  I  want  to  keep  faith  with  myself 
and  with  every  Member  of  this  body.  I 
could  not  vote  for  the  bill  with  some  ex¬ 
emptions  in  it  if  the  two-House  veto 
should  be  retained.  I  want  the-  Senate 
to  know  and  understand  just  how  I  per¬ 
sonally  feel  about  the  matter.  I  say 
again  with  reference  to  the  remarks 
made  by  the  able  Senator  from  Michigan 
that  I  feel  in  bringing  forth  the  bill  in  the 
form  in  which  it  now  is,  I  have  made  as 
much  sacrifice  as  I  am  asking  any  other 
Senator  to  make  in  voting  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  sure  I  understand 
the  able  Senator,  but  I  desire  to  make 
the  matter  perfectly  clear.  In  other 
words,  if  the  House  were  to  recede  from 
the  provisions  that  are  now  in  the  House 
bill  with  respect  to  the  exemptions  con¬ 
tained  in  it,  and  have  no  exemptions 
whatever  in  the  bill,  and  Tf  the  House 
should  agree  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Senate  bill,  would  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  under  those  conditions  still  in¬ 
sist  on  a  separate  veto  by  each  House? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes.  I  would  in¬ 
sist  because  I  could  not  support  the 
bill  with  exemptions  out  of  it,  if  it  re¬ 
quired  action  on  the  part  of  both  Houses 
to  disapprove  by  concurrent  resolutions. 

Mr.  O'CONOR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield  to  me 
so  that  I  may  ask  a  question  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  whose  comment 
I  heard  a  short  while  ago? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  feel  that  with  the  bill 
modified  as  it  is  our  committee  has 
virtually  accomplished  all  that  reason¬ 
ably  could  be  expected,  and  that  look¬ 
ing  at  the  situation  realistically  it  is  the 
best  way  in  which  to  effect  an  over-all 
reorganization  program?  Does  not  the 
Senator  so  feel? 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  That  is  my 
opinion.  I  want  to  make  it  very  plain 
that  I  think  we  are  not  free  agents  to 
write  this  reorganization  formula  with¬ 
out  any  limitations  whatever.  It  is 
simply  not  in  the  cards  to  write  that 
sort  of  a  bill.  We  confront  this  choice 
of  a  bill  which  is  a  clean  bill  without 
agency  exemptions,  and  a  one-House 
veto,  or  a  bill  with  a  two-House  veto  and 
a  list  of  exemptions  as  long  as  one’s  arm. 

• 


Now,  if  the  reorganization  plans  cannot 
justify  themselves  when  submitted  by 
the  President  in  both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress,  then  the  presumption  is,  I  should 
say,  under  the  American  legislative 
precedent  and  system,  that  the  reorgan¬ 
ization  recommendations  are  not  worthy 
of  approval.  That  is  the  basis  upon 
which  we  write  laws.  I  have  never  heard 
of  a  system  under  which  the  House  alone 
could  enact  a  law.  That  is  precisely 
what  would  be  undertaken  in  reverse, 
except  as  the  single-House  veto  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Senate  recommendation 
were  to  be  followed. 

As  a  matter  of  elementary  justice,  let 
us  see  what  is  involved.  The  Senator 
from  Arkansas  says  that  when  he  sub¬ 
mits  a  clean  bill  he  is  giving  up  the 
right  to  demand  an  exemption  which 
is  of  extreme  importance  to  him  and 
the  people  of  his  State.  Could  we  pos¬ 
sibly  ask  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  to 
give  up  an  exemption  which  is  of  ex¬ 
treme  importance  to  him  and  to  the 
people  of  his  State  if,  on  the  other  hand, 
we  leave  the  bill  in  a  form  in  which  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  might  never  even 
have  an  opportunity  to  vote  upon  a  rec¬ 
ommendation  which  he  considers  of  such 
importance?  I  think  that  not  only  is 
this  a  sound  choice  from  the  standpoint 
of  choosing  the  better  of  the  relative 
opportunities  which  we  confront,  but, 
regardless  of  that  relationship,  I  think 
fundamentally  it  is  sound  for  the  precise 
reason  which  I  have  indicated. 

I  wish  to  make  it  as  clear  as  I  can  that 
I  share  with  the  able  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge]  all  his  hopes  and 
aspirations  for  this  undertaking,  for 
which  he  was  originally  responsible  in 
part  through  his  authorship  of  the  origi¬ 
nal  resolution.  I  want  the  Hoover  re¬ 
ports  to  have  their  maximum  opportu¬ 
nity  for  effective  consideration  and  effec¬ 
tive  application.  Under  the  economic 
pressure  of  the  times,  when  the  great 
Federal  bureaucracy  has  grown,  like 
Topsy,  into  a  thing  of-  utter  economic 
menace  to  the  taxpayers  of  the  United 
States,  I  believe  the  time  has  come  when 
we  must  take  advantage  of  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  undertake  to  streamline  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government.  I 
think  every  rational  mind  in  the  Senate 
is  dedicated  to  that  objective.  I  think 
95  percent  of  the  American  people  are 
dedicated  to  that  objective.  I  want  the 
Senate  to  answer  those  objectives  and 
aspirations  to  the  maximum.  In  my 
opinion,  we  answer  them  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  when  we  accept  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  because  we  have  given  the  Presi¬ 
dent  carte  blanche,  without  reservation 
or  exemption,  to  make  any  recommen¬ 
dations  he  desires.  We  simply  stand 
upon  our  ultimate  legislative  right  to 
pass  judgment  in  both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress  on  the  wisdom  of  what  he  proposes. 
That  is  the  American  system.  That  is 
the  best  way  to  get  results  from 
reorganization. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  sentiments  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan.  I  fully  agree 
with  them. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President, 
since  the  committee  reported  the  bill  I 
have  said  that  I  am  more  Impressed  with 


the  bill  now  than  I  was  before.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  there  are 
some  agencies  which  I  would  not  want 
to  see  disturbed,  if  a  reorganization  plan 
is  submitted  which  does  disturb  them, 
if  both  Houses  agree  that  they  should  be 
disturbed,  perhaps  I  am  mistaken.  We 
all  must  submit  to  the  will  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  in  connection  with  questions  which 
do  not  actually  reach  down  into  and 
undertake  to  uproot  a  fundamental 
principle  of  liberty  or  of  constitutional 
processes.  Certainly  this  is  not  such  a 
question.  It  is  a  matter  of  opinion 
whether  a  particular  function  can  be 
better  performed  by  one  agency  than  by 
another.  That  question  does  not  in¬ 
volve  a  basic  fundamental  of  govern¬ 
ment.  If  it  did,  I  would  have  no  hesi¬ 
tancy,  as  many  Senators  know,  in  resort¬ 
ing  to  what  might  be  termed  “dilatory 
tactics”  to  delay  a  vote  on  something 
which  I  thought  struck  at  one  of  the 
fundamental  principles  of  democracy 
and  liberty.  But  if  a  majority  of  both 
the  House  and  Senate  agrees  with  what 
the  President  has  recommended  in  a 
reorganization  plan,  I  think  it  should  go 
into  effect.  However,  I  do  not  believe 
that  any  reorganization  plan  which  is, 
in  effect,  tantamount  to  law,  should  ever 
go  into  operation  with  the  approval  of 
one  House  of  the  Congress  and  the  dis¬ 
approval  of  the  other.  That  would  be 
striking  at  one  of  the  basic  fundamentals 
of  legislative  integrity.  Fortunately, 
nothing  has  happened  under  the  other 
two  acts  to  cause  alarm,  but  we  are  pass¬ 
ing  this  bill  in  the  hope  that  there  may 
be  the  greatest,  most  concerted  effort 
toward  reorganizing  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  and  that  a 
thorough  job  will  be  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  too  optimistic 
about  immediate  economies  being  ef¬ 
fected.  The  economies  to  be  effected 
will  be  the  result  of  a  better  and  more 
orderly  arrangement,  better  manage¬ 
ment  arrangements  and  better  house¬ 
keeping  arrangements  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government.  I  entertain 
high  hopes  for  such  results.  In  such  a 
reorganization  related  functions  will  be 
brought  together.  There  will  be  a  better 
arrangement  of  the  various  interrelated 
functions,  and  they  will  be  integrated*in 
their  operating  effect.  In  that  way  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  economies  can  be  effected  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  As  a  former  member  of 
the  committee,  I  commend  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas,  chairman  of  the 
committee,  and  the  other  members  of 
the  committee  for  reporting  such  a  fine 
bill  to  the  Senate.  A  Reorganization  Act 
is  a  most  important  and  necessary  step 
in  offr  Government. 

A  year  ago  when  the  able  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge]  presented 
his  ideas  for  reorganization,  which  de¬ 
veloped  into  the  creation  of  the  Hoover 
Commission,  I  was  most  encouraged.  I 
am  even  more  encouraged  now,  as  a  for¬ 
mer  member  of  the  committee,  by  the 
fine  presentation  which  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has  made  as  chairman  of  the 
committee. 
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Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  very  much. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  about  to  conclude. 
I  do  not  wish  to  ask  for  undue  haste,  but 
I  am  hopeful  that  we  can  conclude  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  this  afternoon. 

I  believe  that  it  is  unnecessary  for  me 
to  proceed  with  the  remainder  of  my 
prepared  remarks.  If  I  may  have  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  remainder  of  my 
prepared  address  be  inserted  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks, 
I  shall  not  take  further  time  in  discussing 
the  measure. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  addi¬ 
tional  statement  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

The  House  bill  continues  reorganization 
authority  indefinitely,  without  time  limita¬ 
tion.  Specific  expiration  dates  were  in¬ 
cluded  in  previous  acts.  An  amendment 
was  approved  by  the  committee  which  con¬ 
tinues  authority  under  the  pending  bill  un¬ 
til  April  1,  1953.  It  was  the  opinion  of  the 
committee  that  Congress  should  retain  some 
control  by  which  periodical  examinations 
could  be  made  relative  to  the  effectiveness  of 
the  reorganization  authority  and  accom¬ 
plishments  attained  under  its  operation, 
with  a  view  to  extending  or  revising  the  act 
as  may  be  found  desirable,  based  on  per¬ 
formance  and  experience.  The  bill  as  now 
proposed  would  extend  more  than  2  months 
Into  the  incoming  term  of  the  next  admin¬ 
istration,  permitting  the  submission  of  re¬ 
organization  plans  to  Congress  during  the 
60-day  period  following  April  1,  1953,  and 
plans  submitted  under  the  act  to  become 
effective  within  that  period  if  not  disap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  or  the  Senate. 

In  adopting  the  amendment  providing  for  a 
simple  resolution  of  disapproval  by  either 
House,  the  committee’s  main  objective  was  to 
provide  the  President  with  as  broad  reorgani¬ 
zation  authority  as  he  would  require  in  mak¬ 
ing  any  desirable  reorganizations  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  agencies  affected.  The  committee 
was  sympathetic  to  suggested  amendments 
submitted  by  Senators,  some  of  which  were 
Included  in  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House, 
relating  to  special  treatment  of  certain  regu¬ 
latory,  quasi-judicial,  and  quasi-legislative 
agencies,  as  recommended  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch,  if  the  original  provision  Requiring 
disapproval  by  both  Houses  of  Congress  by 
concurrent  resolution  had  been  retained  In 
the  bill.  Realizing  these  exemptions  would 
open  the  door  to  the  inclusion  of  at  least  a 
dozen  or  more  such  agencies,  the  committee, 
in  the  interest  of  promoting  more  expedi¬ 
tious  action,  and  with  a  view  to  permitting 
the  President  to  exercise  full  reorganization 
powers,  granted  him  authority  to  submit  any 
reorganization  plan  he  deems  advisable. 

In  order  to  permit  clear  determinations  by 
Congress  on  specific  reorganization  proposals, 
however,  an  amendment  was  included  in  the 
bill  which  declares  it  to  be  the  intent  of 
Congress  that  it  is  in  the  public  Interest  and 
in  accordance  with  the  most  effective  re¬ 
organization  procedure  that  each  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  transmitted  by  the  President  shall 
contain  only  related  reorganizations.  The 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  enable  the 
Congress  to  act  on  the  merits  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion  proposals  of  related  agencies  without  the 
interjection  of  some  proposal  with  Tittle  or 
no  relation  to  the  major  plan  involved. 

During  the  hearings  it  became  apparent 
that  if  any  exemptions  or  special  treatment 
in  the  way  of  so-called  one  package  re¬ 
organization-plan  restriction  were  included, 
many  agencies  might  finally  be  placed  in  this 
category.  It  was  the  opinion  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that,  under  these  circumstances,  it 
would  be  far  preferable  to  extend  full  au¬ 
thority  to  the  President  to  recommend  any 


desirable  reorganization  regardless  of  the 
agency  or  function  affected,  and  reserved  to 
both  the  House  and  the  Senate  the  right  of 
disapproval  by  simple  resolution. 

Some  who  favor  disapproval  by  the  con¬ 
current  resolution  procedure  contend  that 
this  no  Improvement  over  the  existing  legis¬ 
lative  process.  This  is  not  in  accord  with 
the  facts.  Under  the  pending  bill  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  a  free  hand  to  initiate  any  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  affecting  agencies  with  related 
functions  and  within  statutory  limitations, 
extending  even  to  the  creation  of  a  new 
executive  department  with  Cabinet  status. 
This  is  a  clear  delegation  of  authority  by  the 
Congress  to  the  President  over  the  initiation 
of  legislative  actions  exclusively  reserved  to 
the  legislative  branch  under  the  Constitu¬ 
tion.  The  bill  also  provides  that  when  such 
plans  are  submitted  to  Congress,  a  resolution 
of  disapproval  must  be  passed  by  either  the 
House  or  the  Senate  within  60  days  after  its 
submission,  or  it  automatically  becomes  law. 

The  President  on  May  9  again  requested 
prompt  Senate  action  on  the  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act,  and,  as  a  member  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch, 
I  join  in  urging  Senate  approval  of  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  in  the  interest  of  effecting  neces¬ 
sary  reorganizations  in  the  Government  with 
the  least  possible  delay, 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  in 
conclusion  I  wish  to  say  that  if  this  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  is  to  be  enacted  in  time 
for  the  President  to  submit  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  reorganization  plans  which  can  be 
acted  upon  at  this  session,  the  passage 
of  this  bill  should  not  be  delayed,  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  in  conference  will 
take  at  least  some  time.  So  I  am  very 
hopeful  that  this  afternoon  we  shall  be 
able  to  pass  the  bill,  together  with  the 
amendments  which  have  been  discussed, 
and  which  the  committee  has  recom¬ 
mended;  that  then  the  conferees  may  be 
able  speedily  to  agree;  and  that  the  bill 
will  become  law  in  time  to  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  an  opportunity  to  send  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  reorganization  plans  which  can  be 
considered  and  acted  upon  at  this  session. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  am  I  cor¬ 
rect  in  my  belief  that  the  first  question 
is  on  the  adoption  of  the  committee 
amendments? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  in  the  chair).  That  is  correct; 
and  the  clerk  will  state  the  first  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  committee. 

The  first  amendment  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  was,  on  page  3,  in  line  3,  after  the 
word  “legislation”,  to  insert:  “The  Con¬ 
gress  further  declares  that  it  is  in  the 
public  interest  and  in  accordance  with 
the  most  effective  reorganization  proce¬ 
dure  that  each  reorganization  plan  trans¬ 
mitted  by  the  President  under  section  3 
contain  only  related  reorganizations.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  under  the 
subhead  “Other  contents  of  plans,”  on 
page  5,  in  line  18,  after  the  word  “Sen¬ 
ate”,  to  insert  “except  that,  in  the  case  of 
any  officer  of  the  municipal  government 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  it  may  be  by 
the  Board  of  Commissioners  or  other 
body  or  officer  of  such  government  desig¬ 
nated  in  the  plan.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  6, 
in  line  12,  after  the  word  "for”,  to  strike 
out  "winding  up”  and  insert  “termi¬ 
nating.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


The  next  amendment  was,  under  the 
subhead  “Limitations  on  powers  with  re¬ 
spect  to  reorganizations,”  on  page  6,  at 
the  beginning  of  line  16,  after  the  section 
number,  to  insert  “(a) .” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  7, 
after  line  14,  to  insert: 

(b)  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  shall  take  effect  unless  the  plan 
is  transmitted  to  the  Congress  before  April 
1,  1953. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendments  were,  under  the 
subhead  “Taking  effect  of  reorganiza¬ 
tions,”  on  page  8,  in  line  1,  after  the  word 
“by”,  to  insert  “either  of”;  in  the  same 
line,  after  the  word  “a”,  to  strike  out 
“concurrent”;  and  in  line  2,  after  the 
word  “that”,  to  strike  out  “the  Congress” 
and  insert  “that  House.” 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  8, 
in  line  11,  after  the  word  “certain”,  to 
strike  out  the  semicolon  and  “except  that 
if  a  resolution  (as  defined  in  section  202) 
with  respect  to  such  reorganization  plan 
has  been  passed  by  one  House  and  sent 
to  the  other,  no  exclusion  under  this  par¬ 
agraph  shall  be  made  by  reason  of  ad¬ 
journments  of  the  first  House  taken 
thereafter.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  under  the 
heading  “Title  II,”  on  page  11,  after  line 
18,  to  strike  out  section  202,  as  follows: 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term 
“resolution”  means  only  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the 
matter  after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  la 
as  follows:  “That  the  Congress  does  not  favor 
the  reorganization  plan  numbered - trans¬ 

mitted  to  Congress  by  the  President  on 

- ,  19 — ,”  the  blank  spaces  therein  being 

appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  include  a 
concurrent  resolution  which  specifies  more 
than  one  reorganization  plan. 

And  in  lieu  thereof  to  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion  202,  as  follows: 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term 
“resolution”  means  only  a  resolution  of  either 
of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the  matter 
after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  “That  the - does  not  favor  the  re¬ 
organization  plan  numbered  -  transmit¬ 
ted  to  Congress  by  the  President  on  - , 

19 — ,”  the  first  blank  space  therein  being 
filled  with  the  name  of  the  resolving  House 
and  the  other  blank  spaces  therein  being  ap¬ 
propriately  filled;  and  does  not. include  a  res¬ 
olution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reor¬ 
ganization  plan. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  12, 
In  line  21,  after  the  word  “introduction”, 
to  strike  out  “(or,  in  the  case  of  a  reso¬ 
lution  received  from  the  other  House, 
10  calendar  days  after  its  receipt).” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  14, 
after  line  20,  to  strike  out: 

Sec.  207.  If,  prior  to  the  passage  by  one 
House  of  a  resolution  of  that  House  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  such  House 
receives  from  the  other  House  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  the  same  plan,  then— 

(a)  If  no  resolution  of  the  first  House  with 
respect  to  such  plan  has  been  referred  to 
committee,  no  other  resolution  with  respect 
to  the  same  plan  may  be  reported  or  (despite 
the  provisions  of  section  204  (a) )  be  made 
the  subject  of  a  motion  to  discharge. 
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(b)  If  a  resolution  of  the  first  House  with 
respect  to  6uch  plan  has  been  referred  to 
committee — 

(1)  the  procedure  with  respect  to  that  or 
other  resolutions  of  such  House  with  respect 
to  such  plan  which  have  been  referred  to 
committee  shall  be  the  same  as  if  no  resolu¬ 
tion  from  the  other  House  with  respect  to 
such  plan  had  been  received;  but 

(2)  on  any  vote  on  final  passage  of  a  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  first  House  with  respect  to  such 
plan  the  resolution  from  the  other  House 
with  respect  to  such  plan  6hall  be  auto¬ 
matically  substituted  for  the  resolution  of 
the  first  House. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
concludes  the  committee  amendments. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  have  an 
amendment  at  the  desk,  and  I  offer  it  and 
ask  to  have  it  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4,  in 
line  18,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
period  and  insert  a  comma  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “and  shall  specify  the  reduction 
of  expenditures  (itemized  so  far  as  prac¬ 
ticable)  which  it  is  probable  will  be 
brought  about  by  the  taking  effect  of  the 
reorganizations  included  in  the  plan.” 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendment  is  to  require  the 
President  to  submit  to  the  Congress  es¬ 
timates  of  the  savings  which  it  is  antici¬ 
pated  will  result  from  the  reorganization 
plan  he  sends  to  Congress;  and  the 
amendment  would  have  such  estimates 
of  savings  submitted  by  the  President  to 
the  Congress  at  the  time  when  the  plan 
is  sent  to  Congress. 

I  cannot  imagine  that  there  will  be  any 
objection  to  the  amendment,  for  one  of 
the  main  purposes  of  the  bill  is  to  reduce 
governmental  expenditures.  I  think  the 
Congress  should  have  the  information 
referred  to  in  the  amendment  presented 
to  it  at  the  time  when  the  plans  come  to 
the  Congress  for  action. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd], 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
cannot  speak  for  the  entire  committee, 
for  I  do  not  believe  this  amendment  was 
presented  to  the  committee.  However, 
I  wish  to  say  that,  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
amendment.  Frankly,  I  shall  be  very 
glad  to  have  furnished,  along  with  each 
reorganization  plan,  some  statement  or 
some  figures  in  regard  to  the  economies 
which  will  result  from  the  proposed  plan. 

Unless  there  is  some  objection  by  some 
other  Member  of  the  Senate,  certainly  I 
have  no  objection  to  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Are 
there  further  amendments  to  be  pro¬ 
posed? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  we  progressed  this  far  in  the 
consideration  of  the  bill,  it  seems  to  me 
that  before  a  final  vote  is  taken  on  it,  a 
quorum  call  should  be  had,  in  case  other 
Senators  have  amendments  which  they 


wish  to  propose.  Some  Senators  have 
gone  to  their  offices,  thinking  that  the 
consideration  of  this  bill  would  take  some 
time.  Of  course  I  wish  to  be  fair  to  all 
Senators,  and  therefore  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Aiken 

Hill 

Miller 

Butler 

Hoey 

Millikln 

Byrd 

Holland 

Morse 

Cain 

Humphrey 

Mundt 

Capehart 

Ives 

Murray 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Myers 

Connally 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Neely 

Cordon 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

O’Conor 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Reed 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Robertson 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Russell 

Ellender* 

Lucas 

Saltonstall 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Schoeppel 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Smith,  Maine 

George 

McFarland 

Sparkman 

Graham 

McGrath 

Thye 

Green 

McKellar 

Vandenberg 

Gurney 

Hayden 

Malone 

Martin 

Williams 

By  order  of  the  Senate, 

the  following 

announcement  is  made  after  each 
quorum  call: 

The  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  have  been  granted  per¬ 
mission  to  be  absent  from  the  sessions 
of  the  Senate  while  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  is  conducting  hearings 
on  the  North  Atlantic  Pact. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  FERGUSON  subsequently  said; 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  place  in  the  Record  following  the  last 
quorum  call  a  statement  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCarran],  the 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer], 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Wiley],  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson]  were  attending 
an  open  hearing  of  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  at  the  time  of  the  quorum  call,  and 
therefore  were  not  able  to  answer  to  their 
names,  when  called,  because  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  for  us  to  conclude  hearing  a  wit¬ 
ness  who  had  to  leave  town  immediately 
upon  the  conclusion  of  his  testimony. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  statement  will  be 
placed  at  the  point  indicated  in  the 
Record. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
this  is  the  first  over-all  reorganization  of 
the  Government  ever  presented  to  the 
Congress.  I  believe  that  this  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  executive  branch  can  be  the 
most  far-reaching  effort  at  Government 
economy  ever  attempted.  I  invite  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  the  salient  reason  for 
the  downfall  of  popular  government  in 
the  Old  World  is  that  government  there 
was  no  longer  able  to  translate  into  action 
the  aims  and  aspirations  of  the  people 
because  it  has  become  so  inefficient.  I 
believe,  if  we  are  to  keep  our  system  of 
popular  government,  that  we  must  keep 
it  an  efficient  government  so  that  the 
people  will  have  confidence  in  it.  This 
bill  represents  compromises  on  the  part 
of  everyone  concerned,  but  it  does  make 
possible  real  progress  toward  economical 
and  efficient  government  and  I  hope  it 
shall  pass. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  subscribe  wholeheartedly  to  the  state¬ 
ment  just  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts.  As  has  been  said  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  this  far- 
reaching  measure  will  do  more,  possibly, 
than  will  any  other  bill  passed  by  the 
Congress  to  effectuate  governmental  re¬ 
organization.  Every  safeguard  has  been 
thrown  about  the  bill  to  insure  proper 
congressional  consideration.  I  am 
firmly  of  the  belief  that  it  is  a  step 
toward  the  greatest  efficiency  in  govern¬ 
ment,  and  I  trust  the  bill  will  have  the 
overwhelming  support  of  the  member¬ 
ship  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  con¬ 
sidering  House  bill  2361,  to  provide  for 
the  reorganization  of  Government  agen¬ 
cies  and  for  other  purposes,  which  is  a 
companion  bill  to  the  bill  now  pending 
in  the  Senate,  be  discharged  from  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  that  bill. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President,  I 
inquire,  is  that  the  reorganization  bill? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  is  the  House  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  reorganization  bill.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  proceeding  in  this  way  is  to  get  it 
into  conference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  now  move  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  the  House  bill  2361. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  (H.  R.  2361)  to  provide  for  the 
reorganization  of  Government  agencies, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  move  that  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  House 
bill  be  stricken  out  and  that  Senate  bill 
526,  as  amended,  be  substituted  therefor. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  2  minutes  in  which 
to  perform  a  very  pleasant  duty,  namely, 
to  express,  as  the  ranking  Republican 
member  of  the  committee — and  I  think 
I  speak  for  the  entire  membership  of 
the  committee — the  admiration  I  have  for 
the  excellent  work  which  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  has  done  on  this  bill. 
He  deserves  the  gratitude  not  only  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate,  but  of  the  entire 
Nation,  for  doing  such  an  outstanding 
job. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  also  wish 
to  compliment  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas.  I  know  of  no  bill  since  I  have  been 
majority  leader  which  has  received  such 
prompt  action  as  has  the  reorganization 
bill.  I  assure  the  Senators  of  my  deep 
appreciation  of  the  efforts  in  connection 
with  this  extremely  important  bill  and 
the  unanimity  of  thought  which  has  pre¬ 
vailed  with  reference  to  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  majority  leader  and  also  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
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amendment  and  the  third  reading  of 
House  bill  2361. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  move  that  the 
Senate  insist  on  its  amendment,  request 
a  conference  with  the  House  thereon, 
and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  Hoey,  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy,  and  Mr.  Ives  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  Senate  bill  526  is  indefinitely 
postponed. 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Rt?$re- 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of’%|s 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the  HouSe. 
had  passed,  without  amendment,  the%, 
following  bills  of  the  Senate: 

S.  460.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Admin 


632,  the  first  deficiency  appropriation 
'ill,  1949,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
or  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
lerk  will  read  the  report. 

|  The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro- 
leedings  of  today’s  Record  on  pp.  6361— 
362.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
ibjection  to  consideration  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  at  this  time? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
nay  I  ask  whether  it  is  a  unanimous  re- 
>ort  of  the  conference  committee? 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  It  is  a  unanimous 
eport. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  the  chairman 
>f  the  committee  entirely  in  favor  of  it? 
Mr.  McKELLAR.  Indeed  he  is,  or  he 

ould  not  present  it. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
to  give  us  a  general  idea  of  the  basis  of 
the  report. 


reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  Labor- 
Federal  Security  appropriation  bill  jvas 
recommitted  shall  be  taken  up.  / 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  May  I  as*  also 
whether  the  Senator  can  tell  jrfs  what 
the  intention  is  concerning  thp  agricul- 
tural  appropriation  bill?  / 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  Present,  if  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  wiip  permit  me,  I 
may  say  that  I  have  discussed  that  mat¬ 
ter  with  my  colleagues'"  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia,  and,  if  it  conforms 
with  the  wishes  ancLfcilans  of  the  majority 
leader,  I  should  ljJce  to  have  the  Senate 
proceed  with  tiie  consideration  of  the 
agricultural  appropriation  bill  at  the 
conclusion  of* the  action  of  the  Senate 
on  the  motion  to  reconsider  the  recom- 
mital  of  the  Labor-Federal  Security  ap¬ 
propriation  bill. 

Mr., ^SALTONSTALL.  I  thank  the 

Senaffor.  May  I  ask  whether  that  is  the 
understanding  of  the  majority  leader? 
jMr.  RUSSELL.  If  it  meets  with  the 


Arecall,  there  were 

_ _ _  Itolved.  One  was  whether  the  Whi 

istrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  to  reconvey  to  H^J.ise  should  be  rebuilt  or  repair® 


Mr.  McKELLAR.  As  the  Senator  will  J?  ans  ma'>or^y  leader,  I  hope  to 

three  controversies  in-  # have  the  agricultural  bill  taken  up  at 

that  time. 


the  Helena  Chamber  of  Commerce  certain 
described  parcels  of  land  situated  in  the  city 
of  Helena,  Mont.; 

S.  461.  An  act  to  clarify  the  provisions  of 
section  602  (u)  of  the  National  Service  Life 
Insurance  Act  of  1940,  as  amended; 

S.  812.  An  act  to  protect  scenic  values 
along  Oak  Creek  Canyon  and  certain  tribu¬ 
taries  thereof  within  the  Coconino  National 
Forest,  Ariz.;  and 

S.  1185.  An  act  to  provide  that  all  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Veterans’  Canteen  Service  shall 
fcs  paid  from  funds  of  the  Service,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

I 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  insisted  upon  its  amendment 
to  the  bill  (S.  900)  to  amend  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes,  disagreed  to  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate;  agreed  to  the  conference  asked  by 
the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 
Spence,  Mr.  Brown  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Pat¬ 
man,  Mr.  Monroney,  Mr.  Wolcott,  Mr. 
Gamble,  and  Mr.  Kunkel  were  appointed 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference. 

The  message  further  announced 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the  amendm 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3762  to 
amend  title  18,  entitled  “Crim 
Criminal  Procedure,’’  and  title.<f8,  en¬ 
titled  “Judiciary  and  Judicial  Proce¬ 
dure,”  of  the  United  States^Code,  and 
for  other  purposes.  jf 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 


Another  controversy  was  in  connection 
witnMhe  Boke-Straus  matter,  amjfthe 
third  %as  with  reference  to  the  Navajo 


report  of  the 
ce  on  the  dis- 


House  had  agreed  to  t: 
committee  of  confer 
agreeing  votes  of  the^fwo  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  thgf Senate  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  2632)  makfhg  appropriations  to 
supply  deficiencies  in  certain  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  fi^gal  year  ending  June  30, 
1949,  and  foi^&ther  purposes,  and  that 
the  House  Jaad  receded  from  its  dis- 
agreementfto  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  numbered  1,  2,  5,  6,  12,  13,  14, 
15,  16,  J?7,  21,  27,  36,  47,  and  66  to  the 
bill,  concurred  therein. 

FIRST  DEFICIENCY  APPROPRIATIONS, 
f  1949 — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  conference  report  on  House  bill 


Indian  School  item.  There  waj^unani- 
mous  agr%ment  on  the  part  ofthe  con¬ 
ferees  of  b'Sih  Blouses 

The  Whit^  House  matteFis  stricken 
from  the  bill  aijd  will  be  urfjor  considera¬ 
tion  in  the  second  deficiency  bill.  . 

With  referenc^,,  tojfhe  Boke-Straus 
question,  the  Hodte^eonferees  receded 
with  reference  to  j|»t,  as  the  Senator 
will  recall. 

The  House  al§^recec%i  on  the  Navajo 
school  item. 

Mr.  CORQGfN.  I  have%io  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICBR.  Is  there 
objection. tb  the  present  consideration  of 
the 

being  no  objection,  thlkreport 
sidered  and  agreed  to.  \ 

SION  OF  RECIPROCAL  TRA%E 
AGREEMENTS  ACT  \ 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  on  MarcBfc  _ „ 

the  distinguished  chairman  of  the*\ments  bill. 
Finance  Committee  reported  a  bill  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  authority  of  the  President  un¬ 
der  section  350  of  the'Tariff  Act  of  1930, 
as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes.  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  House  bill  1211,  which 
is  known  as  the  Reciprocal  Trade  Agree¬ 
ments  Act. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(H.  R.  1211)  to  extend  the  authority  of 
the  President  under  section  350  of  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President,  I 
inquire  if  it  is  the  intention  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  to  ask  that  the  reciprocal 
trade  agreements  bill  be  laid  aside 
temporarily  in  order  that  the  Senate 
may  proceed  tomorrow  with  the  motion 
for  reconsideration  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green]  ? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  is  correct  in  his  assumption. 

We  have  an  agreement  that  tomorrow, 
immediately  following  the  convening  of 
the  Senate,  the  motion  made  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green]  to 


Mr.  LUCAS.  The  suggestion  made  by 
the  able  Senator  from  Georgia  meets 
with  my  approval,  and  following  disposal 
of  the  motion  to  reconsider  made  by  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Green], 
the  Senate  will  proceed  to  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  agricultural  appropriations 
bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Are  there  any  other 
measures  which  might  be  brought  up  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  begins  the  active  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  reciprocal  trade  agree¬ 
ments  bill? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  There  is  a  possibility  that 
the  civil  functions  appropriations  bill 
may  be  considered.  It  will  depend  on 
the  attitude  of  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Georgia,  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  who  will  be  in 
charge  of  the  reciprocal  trade  agree- 


SHIPPING  STRIKE  IN  HAWAII 


r.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
discuss  very  briefly  two  matters  for  the 
Record  I  desire  to  call  attention  to  the 
fact  tha$  at  the  present  time  there  is  a 
very  serious  shipping  strike  occurring  in 
Plawaii.  rWo  not  purport  to  speak  with 
any  authority  in  regard  to  the  merits  of 
the,  positions  raaJcen  by  the  two  parties  to 
the  strike.  Bu\I  do  wish  to  point  out 
that  this  strike  is^nother  example  show¬ 
ing  the  need  for  She  Eighty-first  Con¬ 
gress,  in  this  session^assing  some  labor 
legislation  which  will\e  fair  to  all  par¬ 
ties  concerned,  includinkthe  public.  We 
need  legislation  which  will  provide  work¬ 
able  machinery  in  the  fielcngf  emergency 
disputes,  and  which  will  helfe  at  least  to 
avoid  or  quickly  settle' the  $y?e  of  dis¬ 
pute  now  raging  in  Hawaii.  \ 

Mr.  President,  approximated  2,000 
longshoremen,  members  of  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Longshoremen’s  and  Warehouse¬ 
men's  Union,  have  been  on  strik^ 
Hawaii  ports  since  May  1.  The  strifi 
resulted,  I  understand,  from  the  collapsiN 
of  negotiations  for  a  wage  increase  de- 
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Hospital.  A  diagnosis  of  early  carcinoma  of 
thePjStomach  is  made  and  confirmed.  The 
patfefit  is  advised  to  have  an  operation,  to 
whicnhe  agrees,  and  he  is  put  on  the  waiting 
list  foT  admission.  Presumably  the  con¬ 
sultant  has  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
patient  anekhis  doctor  to  carry  out  the  treat¬ 
ment.  TheHg.atient  is  not  admitted  for  6  or 
even  12  moa^s,  and  the  growth  becomes 
inoperable.” 

The  legal  oHffeations  involved  are  not 
such;  the  Journaifeexpert  is  said  to  have  ad¬ 
vised  that  any  liability  results,  since  “neither 
the  consultant  nor  tfi^hospital  is  required  to 
do  the  impossible.”  Bitft  the  patient,  it  must 
be  assumed,  died  withofi^the  benefit  of  ..the 
surgery  which  might  have'^ved  his  life.  Per¬ 
haps  such  a  case  could  occuhin  this  country, 
but  the  odds  are  against  it.  Smerican  hospi¬ 
tals,  voluntary  and  tax-supposed  together, 
rendered  in  1947,  444,288,585  da%  of  patient 
care,  and  handled  in  addition  at%low  or  no 
charge  over  40,000,000  out-patiesSgt  calls, 
where  dangerous  conditions  calling1  kgr  fur¬ 
ther  treatment,  including  surgery,  i%n  be 
caught  in  time.  In  this  country  if  a  oei(J  is 
needed  for  a  serious  case,  the  bed  is  tfere. 
This  does  not  appear  to  be  so  under  tfe 
highly  socialized  British  system.  So  much--; 
for  government  control.  i, 

Still,  there  is  something  to  be  said  for  the 
National  Health  Service,  compelled,  both  by 
the  excessive  and  unnecessary  demands 
which  free  service  always  produces  and  by 
the  same  inadequacy  of  facilities  which,  un¬ 
der  similar  handicaps,  would  certainly 
appear  in  this  country,  to  let  a  cancer  pa¬ 
tient  die  when  he  might  have  been  saved. 

It  has  recently  been  announced  that  the 
Ministry  of  Health,  no  doubt  after  consult¬ 
ing  both  its  financial  situation  and  the  de¬ 
mands  of  the  public,  is  issuing  an  average  of 
200  utility  toupees  weekly,  at  a  cost  of  $40 
each.  To  meet  this  demand  for  the  toupee 
as  an  indispensable  health  adjunct,  23  wig 
makers,  participating  gleefully  in  the 
scheme,  are  working  night  and  day,  with  an 
estimated  total  potential  production  of  ap¬ 
proximately  100,000  wigs.  That  is  $4,000,000; 
and  another  $400,000  out  of  the  apparently 
unlimited  resources  of  the  national  health 
account  (if  not  unlimited,  why  this  absurd¬ 
ity?)  will  be  devoted  to  the  cost  of  cleaning 
wigs  for  those  beneficiaries  fortunate  enough 
to  have  two,  since  one  of  these  may  be 
cleaned  and  dressed  at  government  expense 
every  2  months.  Wigs  are  supplied  by  the 
Health  Ministry  in  all  sizes  and  colors,  and 
women  are  offered  five  different  models. 

But  people  wait  until  they  die  for  hospital 
beds,  and  this,  too,  is  government  medicine. 

And  in  New  Zealand 

■i 

In  this  small  and  highly-socialized  coun¬ 
try,  with  a  homogeneous  population  (except 
for  the  remaining  native  Maoris)  whip#  it 
might  be  supposed  would  have  a  fair  chance 
of  avoiding  the  major  difficulties  of  placing 
all  medical  care  under  Government -control, 

7  years  of  experience  have  shown  once  more 
that  there  are  no  exceptions  to§  ihe  rule  of 
increased  cost  due  to  excessive  use  of  all 
facilities,  and  decreasing  standards  of  care. 

So  serious,  in  fact,  have  these  and  related  de¬ 
fects  in  the  system  become  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  medical  profession  are 
earnestly  attempting  to  arrive  at  some  prac¬ 
tical  revision  of  the,  .program.  Meanwhile, 
the  major  problem  jiacing  Government  and 
people  is  indicated,  by  the  single  simple  fact 
that  the  tax  bill  for  medical  services  rose 
from  less  than;:$8,000,000  in  1942  to  over 
$20,000,000  ir^f§47.  The  cost  of  drugs  rose 
from  $2,000,000  in  1943  to  over  $4,000,000  in 
1947.  Thus-  the  medical-care  program  con¬ 
tributes  a  growing  share  of  the  social-se¬ 
curity  budget,  which  is  now  one-third  of 
the  rational  budget,  and  therefore  of  the 
total-tax  load. 

Moreover,  while  reports  indicate  that  many 
doctors,  and  not  by  any  means  the  best  or 
Jphe  leaders  of  the  profession,  were  earning 


fantastic  incomes  by  vigorous  exploitation 
of  the  system,  both  the  profession  as  a  whole 
and  the  public  have  found  it  unsatisfactory. 

A  striking  omission  from  it,  also,  is  that 
even  the  excessive  cost  being  experienced 
does  not  cover  the  cost  of  major  surgery, 
the  most  serious  burden  to  the  average  citi¬ 
zen,  and  the  one  which  he  is  typically  most 
anxious  to  cover  through  some  form  of  in¬ 
surance.  Medical  care,  hospitalization,  and 
drugs  are  the  items  covered. 

A  chief  complaint  in  New  Zealand  is  re¬ 
lated  to  the  fact  that  while  all  may  resort  to 
the  doctor  at  will,  with  most  (but  not  all)  of 
the  cost  covered  out  of  the  insurance  fund, 
there  is  no  way  of  making  the  doctor  stay  in 
his  office  on  holidays,  week  ends,  and  at 
night.  This  is  attributed  in  part  to  the  fact 
that  there  is  no  incentive  for  the  doctor  to 
work  harder  or  longer  because  of  his  own  in¬ 
come  taxes,  as  well  as  to  the  amount  of  work 
forced  upon  him  during  the  week.  The  de¬ 
mand  for  medical  services  tripled  from  1941, 
when  the  system  was  put  in  force,  to  1945, 
while  many  doctors  were  still  with  the  armed 
forces,  and  there  were  not  enough  at  home  to 
meet  the  demand.  When  the  war  was  over, 
with  the  demand  for  care  still  rising,  the 
costs  rose  to  the  serious  level  referred  to. 
Whether  the  Government  will  find  a  solution 
Satisfactory  to  its  financial  advisers  as  well:/ 

to  the  public  and  the  medical  and  dental 
professions  remains  to  be  seen.  Suggestions 
froimthe  Government  to  the  doctors,  in  a 
semiaiaEjfidential  vein  as  contrasted  with  its 
promisljkto  the  public,  of  reduced  care';  were 
properly-rejected  by  the  doctors.  Recall  Mr. 
Bevin’s  peekish  comment  about  excessive  use 
of  expensivegfirugs  in  Great  Britain.  These 
systems  seer8|tp  work  the  sarpp  way  every¬ 
where.  That  is|t_o  say,  they  proSuce  excessive 
use,  a  correspondingly  seripfis  and  unwar- 
ra-ir  d  drain  on  Sgntributors  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  finances,  arid  unsatisfactory  service. 

The  present  Aifeg-ipan  system  shines 
brightly  by  comparisc^,  with  anything  they 
have  or  have  ever  had  iriiniedical  care  in  Ger¬ 
many,  in  Great  Britain,  oiHin  New  Zealand. 

THE  COSTjOF  A  FEDERAp  SYSTEM 

There  is  literally  no  way  "fef  finding  out 
what  the  proposed  compulsory  federal  system 
for  the  care./bf  individual  healtlfeyould  cost, 
especially  0)h en  the  inevitable  %£endency 
toward  excessive  demands  on  the  fre%  services 
promised  is  considered.  Estimates  %ay  be 
made, /however,  and  these  of  course  should 
be  biised  upon  such  facts  as  are  avail%le, 
and  not  upon  sheer  optimism  or  a  desire'!to 
make  the  prospective  bill  seem  less  than  it 
.yvill  probably  be. 

Even  with  the  health-insurance  plan  in 
mind,  or  perhaps  with  it  especially  in  mind, 
the  first  necessity  confronting  the  Congress  is 
that  of  framing  the  legislation  under  which 
the  coverage  of  existing  social  security  sys¬ 
tem  will  be  expanded  to  take  in  the  groups 
not  now  included,  among  which  are  the 
farmers  and  other  self-employed,  members  of 
the  armed  forces,  and  the  employees  of  non¬ 
profit  institutions.  This,  it  is  estimated,  will 
produce  a  total  under  the  system,  including 
dependents,  of  about  120,000,000  persons,  or 
85  percent  of  the  population.  This  is  to  all 
intent  universal  coverage. 

At  the  same  time  the  problem  is  to  be 
faced,  as  it  must,  of  making  the  system  meet 
more  nearly,  if  possible,  the  broad  promise 
of  social  security  implied  in  its  title,  by  pro¬ 
viding  benefits  which  are  not  so  low  as  to 
compel  the  beneficiary,  as  at  present,  to  ap¬ 
ply  for  old-age  assistance  in  order  to  avoid 
stan  ation.  On  this  there  is  no  argument 
whatever,  as  the  facts  on  the  OASI  payments 
now  made  speak  for  themselves,  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Administrator  was  very  recently 
quoted  to  the  following  effect:  “Today  the 
average  amount  of  old-age  insurance  paid  to 
elderly  couples  is  $39.30  per  month.  The 
present  scale  of  payments  was  fixed  in  1939, 
but  since  then  the  cost  of  living  has  increased 
nearly  75  percent,  and  the  cost  of  food  over 


100  percent.  Today  old  people  who  are  en¬ 
tirely  dependent  upon  their  social-security 
payments  are  actually  enduring  slow  starva¬ 
tion.” 

That  estimate  of  the  situation  is  hot  ex¬ 
aggerated.  It  should  be  added,  moreover, 
that  in  the  case  of  the  elderly  couples  men¬ 
tioned,  unless  both  man  and  w'ifi^are  over  65, 
which,  of  course,  is  not  alwavkPthe  case,  the 
only  payment  is  to  the  man;  and  that  its 
average  is  now  around  $25  apmonth.  No  such 
amount  would  have  iurnjShed  as  much  as  a 
bare  subsistence  in  1930feither,  so  that  even 
then  the  promise  of  purity  under  the  sys¬ 
tem  was  a  delusion.  jfte  delusion  has  merely 
become  more  e  vide  pit  with  the  increased  cost 
of  living.  The  wjfcle  situation  has  been  re¬ 
corded  in  immense  and  painstaking  detail  in 
Issues  in  Socufi  Security,  the  report  of  the 
Calhoun  social-security  technical  staff  to  the 
Committee j£n  Ways  and  Means,  ordered  by 
the  Severn-ninth  Congress.  None  of  the 
facts  can^be  disputed. 

This^&  all  emphasized,  for  the  attention 
-  whichpit  powerfully  demands  from  Congress, 
notjmly  because  it  happens  to  be  true,  and 
because  the  proposed  remedial  legislation 
\$fll  heavily  increase  the  individual’s  and  the 
/Nation’s  tax  burden,  but  because  it  offers  an 
//immediately  relevant  and  striking  proof  of 
i  the  failure  of  Government  performance  to 
live  up  to  the  glowing  promise.  Here,  as  else¬ 
where  in  the  world,  the  promise  is  broad,  the 
performance  is  meager,  and  while  the  costs 
go  up  and  the  burden  on  the  economy  in¬ 
creases,  the  individual  is  progressively  de¬ 
prived  of  any  chance  to  protect  his  own 
future.  Meanwhile  the  control  of  Govern¬ 
ment  becomes  steadily  greater  as  its  provi¬ 
sion  for  its  wards  becomes  more  difficult  and 
more  expensive. 

Figuring  the  taxes 

The  present  social-security  tax  of  1  per¬ 
cent  each  on  employer  and  employee  will 
have  to  be  increased  immediately  to  not  less 
than  1 1/2  percent  each,  on  a  base  of  $4,800 
instead  of  the  present  $3,000,  according  to 
the  Social  Security  Board’s  own  figures.  The 
self-employed,  including  farmers,  may  be  let 
off  with  a  tax  of  only  one  and  one-half  times 
the  employee  rate,  instead  of  double,  as  it 
should  be,  so  that  this  group  would  be  asked 
to  pay  2  (4  percent  of  income  up  to  $4,800  for 
the  present  system,  providing  only  OASI  and 
related  benefits. 

These  taxes,  chiefly  for  retirement  benefits, 
on  a  grossly  inadequate  basis  even  if  the  pro¬ 
posed  50  percent  rise  is  approved,  are  esti¬ 
mated  to  produce  over  $4,000,000,000  a  year 
,  instead  of  the  present  $2,750,000,000;  and 
'  they  will  add  to  the  present  $10,000,000,000 
Reserves  in  the  system  about  two  billions  a 
yfar,  up  to  the  time  when  payments  will  ex¬ 
ceed  income,  with  the  growth  of  the  num¬ 
ber  qf  beneficiaries,  and  the  Government  will 
have  to  pay  about  one-third  of  the  total  out 
of  general  taxes  to  be  levied  on  all  alike.  The 
board’s  oyfn  estimates,  again,  point  to  an  an¬ 
nual  cost  feir  the  OASI  system  of  five  to  six 
billions  in  fl)0O.  seven  to  nine  billions  in  1970, 
and  nine  to  %jvelve  billions  in  1980.  It  be¬ 
comes  clear,  afethese  figures  are  considered, 
that  it  really  mSfijces  little  difference  how  the 
taxes  are  levied,  !fece  all  will  have  to  bear 
them  in  one  way  orTuiother,  and  the  so-called 
reserves  are  in  simplfe  fact  only  Government 
obligations,  for  the  pmunent  of  which,  when 
cash  is  needed,  the  Treasury  will  have  to  pro¬ 
vide.  % 

Add  to  this,  then,  the  proposed  health- 
insurance  system.  The  boarfi  estimates  its 
cost  in  the  first  year  at  four  bfeions,  with  an 
additional  two  billions  should  a  «|isability  in¬ 
surance  coverage  be  provided.  Ifeese  esti¬ 
mates  appear  to  be  in  line  with  a  conserva¬ 
tive  view  of  limited  use  of  medical  ark  hospi¬ 
tal-care  facilities,  but  not  at  all  with  tfe  gen¬ 
erally  recorded  fact  of  excessive  use,  whefi  the 
Government  is  compelled  to  make  good  oflUts 
promises  of  unlimited  care  and  medicines  Ife 
everybody.  In  Great  Britain,  for  example,  lrfe 
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site  of  the  country’s  experience  of  37  years 
ith  health  insurance,  the  cost  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment's  operation  of  all  health  care  was 
underestimated  for  the  first  3  months  alone 
at  iae  rate  of  $872,000,000  a  year.  An  equi- 
valen\error  in  similar  estimates  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  oriy.he  basis  of  relative  population,  would 
mean  o^er  $2,500,000,000  a  year;  which  might 
matter. 

Howeve^,  taking  the  estimates  as  a  basis, 
at  least,  oathe  tax  which  will  in  the  begin¬ 
ning  be  asked  of  Congress  for  health  insur¬ 
ance  alone,  With  increased  rates  later  as 
rising  costs  fOTce  the  issue,  1  y2  percent  each 
for  employer  afed  employee  will  be  added  to 
the  social -security  taxes,  and  presumably, 
for  the  self-employed  another  2*4  percent, 
all  applying  to  psk  or  self-earned  income  up 
to  $4,800.  Thus  for  the  farmer  who  can  be 
shown  to  have  n^ted  that  amount,  and 
there  are  a  good  many  of  them,  there  will 
be  a  gross  income  tax,  j^n  addition  to  all  other 
taxes,  of  $216  a  year— -at  the  beginning.  At 
the  higher  rates  which %U1  almost  certainly 
become  necessary  as  tiffip  goes  on,  the  tax 
will  be  proportionately  higher. 

Thus  at  the  very  leasiftemd  lowest,  and 
without  taking  into  account  the  depressing 
indications,  in  the  experience-.of  other  coun¬ 
tries,  that  health-insurance\cost  will  be 
double  or  triple  the  highly  conservative  es¬ 
timates,  the  Social  Security  Board  itself  be¬ 
lieves  that  taxes  will  have  to  be  fkyied  annu¬ 
ally  for  its  operations,  in  addition  lo  all  other 
taxes,  to  the  amount  of  not  less  than  $8,000,- 
000,000,  with  $2,000,000,000  more  for  disability 
insurance.  That  makes  $10,000,000,00 

The  Congress  is  to  be  faced  immediately, 
aside  from  all  this,  with  the  tax  and%ther 
problems  related  to  a  general  budget  of  «5,- 
000,000,000  or  thereabouts.  The  tax  ^ill 
which  will  be  drawn  to  meet  that  enorm%s 
sum,  without  repeating  the  dangerous  rl 
sort  to  deficit  financing,  will  necessarily  relj 
chiefly  upon  individual  and  corporate  income! 
taxes.  These  taxes,  burdensome  as  they  arej 
when  raised  to  the  levels  designed  to  meej 
such  vast  budget  figures,  will  receive  tl, 
most  earnest  scrutiny  from  Government  . 
perts,  including  Members  of  Congress,  con¬ 
cerned  both  for  their  effect  upon  the  general 
economy,  especially  upon  industrial  produc¬ 
tivity  and  employment,  and  their  ifhpact 
upon  the  individual  taxpayer.  1 

With  the  country’s  now  extensile  expe¬ 
rience  in  meeting  enormous  Federal  govern¬ 
mental  costs  at  ieast  in  part  by  ftaxes — the 
debt  of  $250,000,000,000  has  accumulated  in 
addition  to  taxes  and  remains  ^4S  a  contin¬ 
uous  threat — realization  has  become  general 
that  there  are  no  new  sources  of  revenue. 
The  only  source  of  revenue  the  American 
citizen.  He  pays  and  will Continue  to  pay 
the  entire  bill,  in  his  daily  expenses,  in  his 
production,  in  the  effect/upon  his  and  his 
family’s  standards  of  living  and  their  ar¬ 
rangements  for  the  future,  as  well  as  in 
direct  taxes.  J 

He  has  been  paying  in  direct  taxes  for 
social-security  purposes  his  half  of  the 
current  take  of  $2,750,000,000.  Under  the 
new  plans  for  the  .‘expansion  of  the  system, 
not  including  health  insurance,  he  will  be 
asked  to  pay  half  of  the  increased  levy  of 
$4,000,000,000;  $id  yet  the  payments  to  the 
OASI  beneficiaries,  it  must  be  remembered, 
will  remain  so  small  (50  percent  over  the 
present  average  would  be  $37.50  a  month) 
as  still  to  force  the  locky  recipients  to  accept 
old-age  assistance  or  stop  eating. 

Then  ask  him  to  pay  half  of  an  assessment 
of  another  four  billions  for  health  insurance, 
whethef  he  wants  it  or  not,  and  whether  he 
needs  ft  or  not;  and  still  another  two  billions 
for  disability  insurance.  Ask  him. 

Ttyere  is  no  need  to  doubt  that  many  of 
the'  proponents  of  the  idea  of  the  Federal 
Government  assuming  full  charge  of  indi¬ 
vidual  health  care,  as  of  individual  security 
Jn  old  age,  mean  well.  But  to  mean  well  is 
/not  enough,  if  the  results  should  be  disastrous 


in  terms  of  promises  not  kept,  of  the  er 
couragement  of  abuse  of  medical  facilities,  v 
the  degeneration  and  discouragement  of  Jne 
profession  of  healing,  and  rising  taxes 
Government  debt.  Even  the  supporters  of 
the  Federal  plan  estimate  an  eventual  cost  % 
for  the  program  of  somewhere  betweeiyU5  and  t 
20  percent  of  pay  rolls.  (Readings  in  Social  \ 
Security,  Cohen  &  Haber.)  The  ^Congress  ,s: 
will  have  to  bear  all  this  in  mind  icf1  attempt- 
ing  to  decide  wisely  whether  to  embark  upon  , 
a  course  so  radical,  so  costly  in  /both  money  , 
and  in  the  human  factors  involved,  and  so  J 
unlikely  to  accomplish  the  desired  results,  { 
if  experience  both  in  this  country  and  else-  | 
where  means  anything  at  all/ 

SUMMARY 

The  reasons  advanced  tn.  favor  of  expand-  I 
ing  the  social-security/system,  admittedly  j 
a  failure  in  its  operation  up  to  now,  to  cover  J 
individual  health  cars',  are  not  sufficient  to  4 
warrant  the  serious  fisks  involved. 

Government  plaris  for  individual  health  f 
care  in  other  countries  have  produced  un-| 
controllably  excessive  demands  upon  doctors, 
hospitals  and  auxiliary  services,  withqut  any  / 
possiblility  of  reasonable  check  once  the  de-% 
terrent  of  individual  cost  has  been  removed,:) 
and  with  resisting  excessive  cost  to  the  in-  j 
surance  fund*  and  to  government. 

Medical,  Rospital  and  related  individual 
health  services  in  this  country  are  now  thef 
best  in  the  world,  under  a  system  which  has,,'; 
developed  according  to  the  best  traditions^ 
of  the  .American  character;  and  these  serv-JI 
ices  airf  available  to  the  vast  majority  of  the’’- 
peoplJ;  at  charges  they  can  pay  with  or>‘ 
without  the  increasing  scope  of  voluntary'; 
prepayment  plans,  or  without  charge.  Gov-. ' 
erjlment  may  assist,  but  should  not  be  per-'. 

fitted  to  destroy,  this  magnificent  systemj| 
Something  must  be  said,  in  addition  to4 
/fill  of  the  above,  of  the  destruction  of  tra-’j 
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ditional  liberty  which  is  directly  and  una¬ 
voidably  involved  in  the  plan  to  bring  in-| 
.  dividual  health  care  under  government  con-.; 
*|rol  by  compulsory  legislation.  There  is  a§: 

pint  at  which  the  right  and  the  duty  of  gov-f 
element  to  legislate,  even  for  the  general' 
WfSjfare,  conflicts  with  the  right  of  the  citizen 
to  Be  let  alone.  “Stop”  signs  are  necessary^ 
on  %e  public  highways;  but  no  citizens; 
woul<%permlt  them  to  be  placed  by  govern-  | 
ment  %i  his  private  road. 

The  Qgrallel  alleged  between  compulsory^ 
health  imurance  and  compulsory  school  at-f 
tendance  %  not  accurate.  School  attendances? 
is  requirec&of  children,  not  adults;  and  itl’ 
exists  only  %nder  State  law,,  not  under  Fed-', 
eral  law.  When  every  citizen  is  required  notf 
merely  to  sub|nit  to  heavy  deductions  from; 
his  pay  for  Federal  health  insurance,  but  tog 
call  upon  his  d&tor  and  his  dentist  on  suclrj 
dates  as  may  bit  fixed  by  the  Federal  au-f 
thority,  the  parallel  will  be  complete,  and  the# 
compulsory  systemWill  have  developed  to  its; 
logical  conclusion.  ^Such  compulsion  as  tol 
visits  for  medical  ar^l  dental  examinations", 
is  in  fact  the  only  possible  way  in  which  the 
results  promised  mal  even  hope  to  bet; 
achieved.  Will  Congre.%  go  this  far? 

Under  the  still  free  Airrerican  system,  edu-  t 
cation  of  the  individual  %)  the  desirability  ; 
of  proper  professional  advi 
ters,  sq  that  he  may  himselffyoluntarily  take- 
advantage  of  the  available  f&ilities,  includ-  j 
ing  prepayment  for  health  cf&e,  is  the  only  ; 
sound  and  practical  and  accepteible  method.; 

Liberty  is  still  the  dearest  possession  of  the* 
American.  Liberty  always  implies  responsi-1 
bility;  and  the  exercise  of  responsibility  de-~ 
velops  ability  to  meet  it,  in  every  ^aspect  ofl 
existence,  including  the  care  of  one’s  health.; 
The  alternative  of  destroying  personal  and 
professional  liberty  is  the  alternative ’©f  the 
paternalistic  and  collectivist  State.  It  \s  un¬ 
acceptable  to  the  traditions  and  the  spirit! 
of  a  free  people.  It  should  not  be  impasedj 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  over  the  control\of| 
individual  health  care  or  for  any  others 
purpose.  N 
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HON.  DANIEL  A.  REED 

OF  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  May  16,  1949 

Mr.  REED  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  is  with  pleasure  that  I  introduce  as 
a  part  of  my  remarks  under  unanimous 
consent  heretofore  granted  an  address 
delivered  by  Dr.  Robert  L.  Johnson, 
chairman  of  the  Citizens  Committee  for 
Reorganization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government,  before  the  Massa¬ 
chusetts  Federation  of  Taxpayers  Asso¬ 
ciations,  Inc.,  at  Boston,  May  7, 1949. 

I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  citizens  of 
this  country  are  becoming  aroused  over 
the  delay  in  taking  legislative  steps  to 
carry  out  the  recommendations  for 
greater  efficiency  and  greater  economy 
in  the  Federal  Government,  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  our  former  President,  Her¬ 
bert  Hoover.  I  commend  the  reading 
of  Dr.  Johnson’s  address  to  all  who  are 
interested  in  the  great  work  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  on  Reorganization 
of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

We  are  meeting  today  to  honor  the  work 
of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  and  its 
chairman,  former  President  Herbert  Hoover. 

There  is  something  to  ponder  in  the  fact 
that  your  federation,  meeting  here  in  Bos¬ 
ton,  should  have  chosen  this  theme  at  this 
time. 

Certainly  there  are  tides  in  the  affairs  of 
men  and  these  tides  have  often  broken  first 
on  the  shores  of  New  England.  The  destiny 
of  a  new  Nation  was  shaped  here,  in  no  small 
part,  by  men  whose  nearby  monuments  re¬ 
mind  us  of  a  great  heritage. 

To  do  justice  to  the  memory  of  men  like 
Samuel  Adams,  Paul  Revere,  and  Hancock  we 
need  to  remember  some  of  their  greatest 
qualities.  No  matter  how  they  differed  in¬ 
dividually,  the  colonial  patriots  united  freely 
in  their  resistance  to  tyranny.  They  faced 
facts  without  fear.  And  they  always  looked 
a  new  idea  squarely  in  the  eye. 

Ever  since  those  early  days  Americans 
everywhere  have  shown  that  they  will  unite 
in  a  crisis,  meet  facts  head-on,  and  look  to 
the  future  together. 

Today  we  face  the  danger  of  a  new  tyranny. 
It  is  not  the  tyranny  of  a  greedy  and  stupid 
monarch  3,000  miles  away.  It  is  a  more 
dangerous  tyranny  of  our  own  making. 

To  face  it  is  the  task  of  tough-minded  citi¬ 
zens  whose  sense  of  the  future  is  strong. 

Something  of  this  sort  must  have  been  in 
the  mind  of  your  distinguished  Senator 
Lodge  when,  in  July  1947,  he  sponsored  the 
measure  which  brought  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  into  being.  It  is  notable  that  in  these 
times  of  quarrels  and  dissensions  the  action 
of  the  Congress  in  creating  the  Commission 
was  unanimous. 

It  is  also  notable  and  gratifying  that  here 
in  Massachusetts  there  has  been  founded  a 
bipartisan  commission,  similar  to  the  na¬ 
tional  commission,  under  the  chairmanship 
of  a  former  Democratic  Governor,  Joseph  B. 
Ely. 

I  like  to  think  of  the  Lodge-Brown  Act  as 
"An  act  to  give  the  American  people  one 
more  chance  to  master  their  Government 
before  they  become  its  slaves.”  Under  this 
act,  the  Commission’s  assignment  was  to 
find  ways  of  limiting  Government  expendi¬ 
tures  to  essentials,  by  eliminating  duplica- 
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tlon  and  overlapping  of  services.  I  like 
to  think  of  that  assignment  as  "the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  guidepost  on  the  road  to 
freedom." 

Destiny  placed  us  on  that  road  originally 
and  destiny  may  have  had  a  hand  in  the 
unanimous  congressional  approval  of  the 
act  and  in  the  appointment  of  six  Demo¬ 
crats  and  six  Republicans  as  members  of 
the  commission.  Destiny,  inspiration,  or 
both  may  have  moved  Speaker  Joe  Martin 
of  Massachusetts  to  choose  Mr.  Hoover  as 
a  member  and  President  Truman  to  pro¬ 
pose  him  as  chairman  with  Dean  Acheson, 
now  Secretary  of  State,  as  vice  chairman. 

After  that  it  seemed  for  a  time  as  though 
destiny  had  forgotten  this  particular  bit  of 
handiwork.  For  many  months  thereafter 
the  commission  was  inconspicuous.  It  was 
busy,  however,  in  organizing  its  research. 

You  will  recall  that  some  25  major  prob¬ 
lems  of  government  were  selected  for 
study.  Research  committees,  called  task 
forces,  were  appointed  to  get  to  the  bot¬ 
tom  of  each  problem.  Some  300  task  force 
members,  specialists  all,  worked  from  10  to 
14  months,  gathering  facts,  analyzing  figures, 
delving  into  history,  and  preparing  volum¬ 
inous  reports.  The  contribution  made  by 
Massachusetts  to  the  expert  personnel  of 
these  task  forces  was  unusually  large. 

The  task  forces  finally  presented  their 
reports  to  the  Commission  which,  in  turn, 
set  about  fashioning  its  own  report  to  the 
Congress. 

The  task  force  reports  alone  totaled  over 
2,000,000  words  of  concentrated  fact  and 
thought — by  far  the  most  monumental  work 
of  government  research  in  all  history.  For 
some  months  the  Commission  met  as  often 
as  three  days  a  week  in  almost  complete 
obscurity.  There  must  have  been  times 
when  they  felt  as  lonely  as  the  little  band 
of  men  who  met  long  ago  to  frame  an  un¬ 
heard-of  document  called  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. 

There  must  have  been  times,  too,  when 
the  Commissioners  felt  more  like  the  little 
girl  to  whom  Mr.  Hoover  referred  in  a  recent 
talk.  This  little  girl  had  expressed  an  in¬ 
terest  in  penguins  to  an  elderly  friend  who 
thereupon  sent  her  a  book  on  the  subject. 
At  a  much  later  date  she  duly  acknowledged 
the  gift. 

“Thank  you  for  the  book  about  penguins,” 
she  said.  “It  tells  more  about  penguins  than 
I  really  want  to  know.” 

Nevertheless,  the  Commission  hewed  hard 
to  its  task.  In  this  the  members  had  an 
excellent  example.  Mr.  Hoover,  a  lifelong 
enemy  of  idleness,  worked  throughout  that 
period  at  a  pace  that  would  have  exhausted 
most  men  half  his  age.  He  presided  at  all 
meetings  and  throughout  each  day,  includ¬ 
ing  week  ends;  he  devoted  10,  12,  and  even 
14  hours  to  shaping  the  reports  into  what 
he  called  an  orderly  pattern  of  government. 

On  February  7,  1949,  the  Commission  sent 
the  first  section  of  its  official  report  to  Con¬ 
gress.  In  17  subsequent  sections  it  unfolded 
a  complete  blueprint  for  lasting  good  gov¬ 
ernment. 

Somewhere  deep  down  in  the  hearts  of  the 
American  people  a  responsive  chord  was 
struck.  As  news  of  the  report  went  forth, 
it  captured  public  and  editorial  attention 
to  a  degree  never  before  achieved  by  any¬ 
thing  so  drab  as  a  report  on  Government 
reorganization. 

Mind  you,  men  have  been  trying  to  reor¬ 
ganize  the  executive  branch  since  the  days 
of  Andrew  Jackson.  The  first  full-length 
report  op-  the  subject  was  filed  during  the 
Taft  administration,  when  most  of  us  were 
still  in  grade  school. 

But  the  Hoover  report  was  news.  It  was 
big.  It  was  different.  And  why  did  it  arouse 
so  much  interest?  I  believe  that  we,  as  a 
people,  have  been  growing  uneasy  about  cur 
Government.  We  are  baffled  by  its  com¬ 
plexity,  frightened  by  its  size  and  cost.  The 


Hoover  report  offers  us  a  chance  to  examine 
it  in  Town  Hall  terms. 

A  free  people  must  have  confidence  in 
their  government,  after  all,  if  they  intend 
to  stay  free.  And  they  can  have  confidence 
only  in  a  government  which  they  can  under¬ 
stand  and  afford  to  support. 

Now  there  would  have  been  no  reassurance 
in  the  diagnosis  provided  by  the  Hoover  re¬ 
port  had  there  been  no  prescription  for  a 
cure.  The  diagnosis,  stated  clinically  with¬ 
out  a  trace  of  emotion,  is  one  of  advanced 
galloping  bureaucracy.  The  facts  speak  for 
themselves. 

Fact  1.  We  have  big  Government.  We 
have  willed  it  so.  How  big  is  it?  In  20 
years  of  depression,  war,  crisis,  and  cold  war 
its  cost  has  risen  from  $4,000,000,000  to  $42,- 
000,000,000,  its  total  civilian  employment 
from  600,000  to  2,100,000,  to  say  nothing  of  a 
military  force  of  over  1,000,000. 

Fact  2.  Big  Government  reaches  deep  into 
our  pockets,  takes  one  dollar  in  five  of  the 
national  income.  Its  debt  amounts  to  a 
mortgage  of  about  $7,000  on  every  family  in 
America.  This  is  not  fictional.  This  is  our 
promise  to  pay. 

Fact  3.  Big  Government,  as  we  have  it,  is 
a  universally  acknowledged  mess.  No  one  in 
or  out  of  Government  would  dream  of  de¬ 
fending  as  an  organization  the  unholy  hodge¬ 
podge  of  1,812  departments,  agencies,  boards, 
and  bureaus  which  comprise  the'  executive 
branch. 

Fact  4.  The  executive  branch  lays  a  per¬ 
fectly  intolerable  burden  on  the  Executive. 
In  no  well-run  business,  university,  labor 
union,  or  other  enterprise  would  more  than 
a  handful  of  executives  report  directly  to 
the  presiding  officer.  But  in  Government, 
65  heads  of  agencies,  some  of  them  bigger 
than  General  Motors,  report  directly  to  the 
President.  If  he  were  to  give  but  1  hour 
a  week  to  each  one,  he  would  have  no  time 
left  for  matters  of  broad  policy  and  affairs 
of  state.  , 

Fact  5.  In  operation,  the  executive  branch 
ignores  the  simplest  principles  of  good  man¬ 
agement.  Any  private  business  or  household 
would  go  broke  overnight  if  run  on  Govern¬ 
ment  lines.  There  is  lack  of  executive  au¬ 
thority  and  responsibility  everywhere. 
Thousands  of  people  are  hired  by  personnel 
people  they  have  never  seen,  to  work  under 
frustrating  conditions  for  people  they  have 
never  seen.  All  this  takes  place  in  a  haze 
of  pointless  red-tape  paperwork.  Budgeting 
is  a  series  of  mathematical  mysteries  which 
usually  tell  what  things  the  money  will  buy 
but  rarely  what  purpose  they  will  serve.  Ac¬ 
counting  sometimes  lags  years  behind  ex¬ 
penditures  and  is  neither  assembled  in  terms 
of  complete  costs  nor  reveals  results  in  terms 
of  performance. 

These  are  a  few,  a  very  few,  of  the  basic 
findings  of  the  Hoover  Commission  and  its 
task  forces.  You  will  note  that  in  reciting 
them  I  have  made  little  attempt  at  interpre¬ 
tation  nor  have  I  referred  to  the  remedies. 

And  now,  what  remedies  are  prescribed  and 
what  savings  can  be  made?  In  essence,  the 
the  report  recommends  just  what  you  would 
expect — the  application  of  the  simple  prin¬ 
ciples  of  good  management.  But  these  are 
spelled  out  in  detail,  department  by  depart¬ 
ment,  and  function  by  function.  Suffice  it 
to  say  that  the  Commission's  recommenda¬ 
tions,  taken  together,  make  a  glorious  amount 
of  simple  common  sense. 

As  to  potential  savings,  the  Commission 
itself  refrained  from  making  an  estimate,  so 
great  are  the  variables  when  projected  very 
far  into  the  future.  Mr.  Hoover  has  per¬ 
sonally  expressed  belief  that  at  least  $3,000,- 
000,000  a  year  could  be  saved  without  damage 
to  essential  services.  This  is  based  on  some 
of  the  estimates  of  the  task  forces  and  I  feel 
sure  that  it  errs  on  the  conservative  side. 
An  estimate  of  $4,009,000,000  might  be  closer 
to  the  truth,  if  reorganization  is  vigorously 
prosecuted. 


Moreover,  the  biggest  savings  are  the  ones 
we  cannot  estimate.  Suppose  we  simply  suc¬ 
ceed  in  stopping  the  constantly-climbing 
curve  of  Government  cost?  You  can't  put 
a  price  tag  on  the  saving  because  you  can't 
tell  how  much  more  might  have  been  spent. 

Suppose  we  create  the  conditions  of  op¬ 
portunity  and  reward,  under  which  good 
Government  workers  get  a  better  chance  to 
do  a  job,  instead  of  just  hold  a  job?  You 
can’t  begin  to  guess  the  cash  results.  But 
you  know  that  the  answer  must  be  stated  in 
billions. 

At  any  rate,  $4,000,000,000  is  10  percent  of 
the  tax  bill.  When  do  we  start  saving  that? 
The  answer  isn’t  wholly  encouraging  and  it 
comes  in  two  parts: 

1.  Reorganization  will  take  time,  thought, 
work,  and  determination.  It  calls  for  exten¬ 
sive  legislation.  To  be  sure,  much  can  be 
accomplished  by  administrative  orders — but 
only  if  Congress  gives  the  President  the  au¬ 
thority  he  asks  in  the  pending  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949.  Even  that  would  be  only 
a  beginning.  Large  bodies  of  law  sur¬ 
round  every  major  activity  of  Government. 
A  score  of  major  bills  must  be  passed,  after 
hearings  and  debate,  before  real  reforms  can 
be  accomplished  in  the  armed  services,  the 
Post  Office,  the  State  Eiepartment,  and  so 
forth. 

2.  Reorganization  faces  many  obstacles — 

mech  .nical,  procedural,  and  human — and  of 
these  the  greatest  is  human.  Resistance  to 
change  is  not  a  monopoly  of  government.  It 
is  natural  to  defend  •  hat  you’re  doing.  This 
results,  however,  in  what  might  be  called  the 
“Yes — But”  psychology  of  government. 
“Yes,”  says  this  department  head  or  that 
agency  chief,  “I  believe  heartily  in  reorgan¬ 
ization.  *  *  *  But  reorganize  the  other 

fellow — not  r-e.”  This,  in  turn,  results  in 
pressures  on  Congress  for  exemptions  here 
and  exceptions  there  in  reorganization  laws. 
These  are  what  Mr.  Hoover  has  termed  the 
little  “grasshopper  bites”  which  have  doomed 
one  reorganization  plan  after  another. 

Now  the  Hoover  Commission  will  cease 
officially  to  exist  on  June  12.  Obviously  re¬ 
organization  will  face  hard  going  after  that, 
unless  it  is  given  continuous  public  en¬ 
couragement  and  support. 

Hence  today  we  have  the  Citizens  Commit¬ 
tee  for  Reorganization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government,  of  which  I  have 
the  honor,  one  I  feel  more  deeply  than  I  can 
say,  to  be  chairman. 

The  Committee  is,  of  course,  nonpartisan 
and  seeks  no  profit.  It  is  a  temporary  or¬ 
ganization  and  its  aims  are  primarily  educa¬ 
tional.  Perhaps  we  are  naive  but  we  believe 
that  the  most  direct  means  to  effective  action 
is  through  an  informed  public. 

President  Truman  views  it  this  way.  In  a 
recent  letter  he  told  me  of  his  disappoint¬ 
ment  at  the  reception  of  certain  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans  which  he  (like  other  Presidents 
before  him)  had  proposed. 

“Unless  some  educational  program  is  put 
on  by  those  interested  in  efficient  govern¬ 
ment,”  the  President  warned  with  respect  to 
the  present  plan,  “we  shall  have  the  same 
results.” 

Since  the  President’s  letter  was  received, 
I  am  glad  to  say,  many  of  America’s  fore¬ 
most  leaders  in  every  walk  of  life  have 
joined  the  citizens  committee.  I  wish  time 
permitted  me  to  name  a  tenth  of  them.  They 
are  the  national  heads  of  organizations  rep¬ 
resenting  agriculture,  business,  the  churches, 
education,  labor,  the  professions,  the  veter¬ 
ans,  the  women’s  groups,  and,  in  fact,  every 
major  force  in  the  national  community. 
They  include  many  who  have  served  with 
distinction  in  public  life,  among  them  for¬ 
mer  Vice  Presidents,  Cabinet  Officers,  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Senate  and  House,  Governors  of 
States,  and  many  others  representing  both 
political  parties. 

Such  unanimity  is  practically  unprece¬ 
dented.  Isn’t  it  just  about  the  most  heart- 
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ening  thing  that  has  happened  in  America 
in  years?  How  shall  we  account  for  it? 

First  of  all,  I  believe  the  need  for  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  Hoover  Commission  report  in 
all  of  its  true  meaning  is  widely  realized. 
Let  me  repeat  that.  We  want  to  understand 
the  Report  in  its  true  meaning. 

The  facts  are  clear  enough.  For  example: 

Do  you  realize  it  costs  the  Post  Office  2  y2 
cents  to  print  and  deliver  a  penny  post  card? 

Is  it  not  absurd  that  the  paper  work  on 
1,500,000  purchase  orders  each  year  costs 
more  than  $10  per  order?  And,  by  the  way, 
half  the  purchases  are  for  items  costing  less 
than  $10. 

Do  you  realize  that  thousands  of  tons  of 
obsolete,  useless  records  and  documents  are 
kept  in  steel  cabinets  on  costly  office  floors 
at  maintenance  charges  of  $29  a  year,  when 
they  might  be  stored  in  cardboard  containers 
in  warehouses  at  $2.15  a  year? 

Is  it  not  ridiculous  that  47  Federal  agents 
representing  7  different  agricultural  field 
services  should  be  devoted  to  the  service  of 
1,500  farmers  in  a  single  county  in  Georgia? 

Is  it  not  fantastic  that  the  Army  should 
request  budget  funds  for  829,000  tropical 
uniforms  at  $129  apiece — to  say  nothing  of 
910  houses  for  military  personnel  in  Alaska 
at  $58,000  apiece? 

Is  it  not  more  than  absurd  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  pay  interest  on  its  own 
money — which  is  just  what  happens  when 
Government  corporations  invest  their  sur¬ 
plus  funds  in  Government  securities? 

Is  it  not  distressing  to  note  that  veterans’ 
insurance  death  claims  take  four  times  as 
long  to  be  paid  as  private  insurance  claims? 
Yet,  the  Veterans’  Administration  employs 
four  times  as  many  insurance  workers  per 
policy  as  do  private  companies. 

These  are  a  handful  of  governmental  ab¬ 
surdities,  little  and  big,  selected  from  hun¬ 
dreds  of  examples.  They  are  disturbing,  but 
I  think  you  will  agree  with  me  it  is  startling 
that  two  different  agencies  can  survey  con¬ 
struction  sites  for  dams  half  a  mile  apart  on 
the  same  river — at  a  cost  of  around  $250,000 
per  survey — and  come  up  with  estimated 
costs  that  are  $75,000,000  apart.  It  is  fan¬ 
tastic  that  the  cost  of  a  reservoir  should  be 
estimated  at  $44,000,000  in  1  year  and  only  a 
few  years  later  at  $132,000,000.  It  is  ap- 
P'-.lling  that  only  4  percent  of  the  $1,250,000,- 
000  which  the  Government  now  spends  for 
medical  services  should  be  devoted  to  re¬ 
search  when  medical  science  stands  at  the 
threshold  of  so  many  new  conquests  of  dis¬ 
ease;  if  we  spent  more  for  research  we  might 
never  need  the  vast  veterans’  hospital  con¬ 
struction  program  which  threatens  to  over¬ 
tax  the  Nation’s  short  supply  of  physicians 
and  nurses. 

These,  too,  are  random  examples  or  the 
larger  absurdities  of  government.  I  am  sure 
you  set  the  same  high  value  that  I  do  on 
executive  judgment  and  ability.  To  me  the 
highest  caliber  of  personnel  is  needed  to 
staff  a  government  whose  activities  can  have 
such  vital  effect  on  our  daily  lives — and  on 
the  destiny  of  the  whole  Nation.  Govern¬ 
ment  decisions  touch  every  area  of  civilized 
life  from  animal  husbandry  to  atomic  energy. 
To  me,  therefore,  it  is  alarming  that  sheer 
administrative  chaos  should  so  burden  Gov¬ 
ernment  executives,  from  the  President  on 
down,  that  wise  and  thoughtful  decisions  on 
matters  of  the  highest  importance  are  diffi¬ 
cult  to  make.  It  is  a  shame  that  Govern¬ 
ment  work  is  so  unrewarding  and  frustrating 
that  good  men  are  hard  to  get  for  posts  of 
vital  importance  to  the  national  safety, 
health,  and  welfare.  It  is  disturbing  that 
45  out  of  the  sixty-odd  top  agencies  of  the 
executive  branch  today  engage  in  operations 
affecting  foreign  policy  and  that  communica¬ 
tions  among  them  are  so  confused  that  the 
President  and  the  State  Department  must 
sometimes  make  decisions  of  the  gravest  na¬ 
ture  without  adequate  information.  It  is 
actually  frightening  that  the  armed  services 


should  be  split  by  dissension  and  threatened 
by  rule  of  a  military  clique;  that  the  Army, 
Navy,  and  Air  Force  which  together  spend 
$15,000,000,000  a  year — one-third  of  the 
total  Federal  budget — should  demand  twice 
($30,000,000,000)  as  much  while  wasting  at 
least  $1,000,000,000  a  year. 

Again  those  are  just  a  few  of  the  most 
disturbing  results  of  lack  of  organization. 
Consider  that  last  one  more  closely.  The 
Nation  is  undertaking  for  the  first  time  to 
maintain  large  standing  military  forces  in 
peacetime.  This  means  a  great  drain  on  our 
resources,  financial,  material,  and  human. 
Too  great  a  drain  may  render  us  unifit  to  de¬ 
fend  ourselves  against  the  very  forces,  at 
home  and  abroad,  which  seek  our  downfall. 
Here  is  what  the  task  force  on  national  se¬ 
curity  said  about  that: 

“Victory  by  bankruptcy  may  be  the 
Machiavellian  aim  of  the  Kremlin.  Bur¬ 
dens  such  as  we  are  now  bearing,  if  sub¬ 
stantially  increased,  might  become  intoler¬ 
able.  The  premium  upon  economy,  there¬ 
fore,  becomes  higher  than  ever  before  in  our 
history;  it  may  be  said  that  our  national  se¬ 
curity  depends  on  it.” 

Need  I  remind  you  that  this  task  force  re¬ 
port  was  signed  by  nearly  all  the  foremost 
figures  of  World  War  II,  military,  industrial, 
and  political?  I  believe  this  brings  us  closer 
to  one  of  the  true  meanings  of  the  Hoover 
report. 

No  wonder  Americans  are  uniting,  facing 
facts,  and  greeting  Government  reorganiza¬ 
tion  as  an  immediate  necessity  to  safeguard 
our  future.  We  are  government  and  gov¬ 
ernment  is  part  of  us.  Today  we  are  all  tax¬ 
payers,  for  taxes  not  only  affect  our  income, 
they  enter  heavily  into  the  cost  of  the  things 
we  buy  and  build.  And  it  is  not  as  tax¬ 
payers,  finally — nor  as  businessmen,  educa¬ 
tors,  farmers,  or  trade  unionists — but  as 
citizens,  that  we  will  die  in  a  war  or  live  in 
peace,  suffer  in  an  economic  collapse  or 
prosper  in  a  role  of  constructive  world  lead¬ 
ership. 

We  are  learning,  I  believe,  that  taxes  are 
not  derived  from  static  wealth.  They  are 
taken  from  income  which  in  turn  derives 
from  production.  All  the  things  we  want 
and  need  come  primarily  from  this  source — 
not  only  Government  services  and  military 
protection  but  schools,  hospitals,  universities, 
libraries,  museums,  and  all  the  things  we 
value. 

When  "taxation  reaches  the  saturation 
point,  production  falls  and  with  it  our  living 
standards.  Perhaps  we  are  learning,  too, 
that  free  peoples  all  through  history  have 
yielded  their  freedoms  when  bureaucrecy 
overwhelms  them  economically.  This  is  not 
necessarily  because  of  any  plot  or  plan.  It 
rarely  happens  suddenly.  But  we  can  drift 
into  slavery  if  we  fail  to  swim  against  the 
tide. 

It  is  in  the  light  of  these  thoughts  that 
I  ask  you  to  view  the  Hoover  Commission 
report  and  to  support  the  educational  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Citizens’  Committee.  We  face 
alternatives.  One  way  lies  orderly  govern¬ 
ment,  productivity,  and  the  successful  dis¬ 
charge  of  huge  new  world  obligations  in¬ 
curred  in  behalf  of  peace  and  freedom.  The 
other  way  points  to  the  bleak  fate  of  the 
wastrel. 

And  I  ask  you  finally.  Can  we  long  stand 
before  the  world  as  a  symbol  of  democracy 
and  successful  self-government  if  we  cannot 
properly  manage  our  own  affairs? 

That  is  the  challenge.  We  meet  in  the 
twilight  of  the  Hoover  Commission’s  official 
existence.  A  great  and  precious  document 
has  been  given  into  our  hands,  not  for  re¬ 
spectful  safekeeping,  not  for  future  refer¬ 
ence,  not  for  the  academic  adulation  of 
scholars  yet  unborn,  but  for  action — now. 

If  this  document  dies  in  the  dusty  pigeon¬ 
holes  of  Washington,  the  America  we  know 
may  well  die  with  it.  And  its  passing  will 
then  be  recorded  by  gleeful  totalitarians  dip¬ 
ping  deep  into  the  ink  which  has  recorded 


the  downfall  of  more  than  one  big,  rich, 
foolish  nation. 

We  as  a  people  have  been  free  because  we 
have  been  willing  to  think.  Let  us  think 
now,  and  think  well.  Let  us  think  how  best 
to  build  for  the  future.  Let  us  think  how 
best  to  govern  ourselves. 

I  invite  you,  therefore,  to  a  vast,  national, 
continuing  town  meeting  in  the  New  Eng¬ 
land  tradition.  I  invite  you  to  hard,  un¬ 
sparing  thought  and  study.  I  invite  you, 
moreover,  to  a  good,  rousing  fight.  I  invite 
you  to  a  struggle  against  indifference.  I  in¬ 
vite  you  to  a  modern  revolution  against  en¬ 
trenched  complacency.  I  invite  you  to  an 
all-fired,  tough,  determined  battle  against 
waste  and  mismanagement  wherever  they 
occur. 

In  this  battle  there  will  be  “summer 
patriots  and  sunshine  soldiers.”  There  will 
be  defeatists  to  remind  us  that  past  efforts 
at  Government  reorganization  have  met  with 
scant  success.  The  “yes-buts”  will  have 
their  day.  But  over  them  all  there  will 
finally  arise  a  chorus  of  “ayes”  announcing 
a  national  determination  to  have  and  keep 
a  pattern  of  lasting  good  government. 

Victor  Hugo  once  said:  “The  only  thing 
greater  than  armies  is  an  idea  whose  time 
has  come.”  We  face  now  an  opportunity, 
which  may  well  be  our  last,  to  revitalize  our 
heritage. 

We  are  in  this  to  win.  With  your  help 
and  that — first  of  thousands,  then  of  mil¬ 
lions — of  good  citizens  in  every  walk  of  life 
throughout  America,  we  will  win. 
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EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

\  HON.  JOHN  KEE 

OF  WEST  VIRGINIA  P 

IN  THE’ HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  May  16,  1949  / 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  th§?  question 
3f  readjusting  second-class  postal  rates 
j|s  agitating  the  press.  I  notjfce  that  the 
lewspapers  oft  my  State  arjr  concerned 
for  fear  that  excessive  rates  will  result 
in  losses  and  even  suspension  of  publica¬ 
tion.  The  fact  that  the  pjjess  performs  a 
valuable  public  swvice  i^f  informing  the 
people  on  matters  of  £ -government  is 
’urged  as  a  reasonfc  fcrf  keeping  news¬ 
paper-mail  rates  m^dgrate.  A  thought 
jsul  editorial  on  this 
Iwilliamson  Daily 

Cfrom  the  pen  of  EdifoilEarl  L.  Sampson 
§Under  the  permission  wanted  me  to  ex¬ 
pend  my  remarks  JMnclulle  this  editorial, 
lp,s  follows; 


e  appears  in  the 
s,  of  my  State, 
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,  A  famous  Amejjfcan  once  m%de  this  rather 
Striking  statemqpit:  “Were  it  reft  to  me  to 
^decide  whethejpwe  should  hafe  a  govern- 
Jment  without  newspapers,  orlnewspapers 
^without  a  government,  I  should  root  hesitate 
|a  moment  W  prefer  the  latter.”  \That  was 
’Ithe  voice  of  democracy  speaking\  in  fact, 
gthat  at  onetime,  was  the  voice  of  the  Demo- 
For  the  man  who  spoke  these 
Thomas  Jefferson,  called  the 
founder  ^(f  tho  Democratic  Party  in  principle. 
The  Newspaper  is  more  than  just  Sheets 
upon  which  words  are  printedSjthe 
Uiewspfiper  is  an  emblem  of  freedom — a  dpily 
int  of  the  amendment  to  the 
Jon  which  so  many  quote  so  glibl| 
ftgress  shall  make  no  law  * 
jldging  the  freedom  of  speech  or  of  th8 
ss.” 


tcratic  Part, 
vords  was 


expo| 

stitu 
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\  e  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  DQLLIVEB  and  Mr.  LICHTEN- 
WALTET^bjected,  and,  under  the  rule, 
the  bill  wa5^  recommitted  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  tl'fe.Judiciary. 

JACOh -pROSS,  A  MINOR 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  3127) 
to  authorize  the%admission  into  the 
United  States  of  Jauqb  Gross,  a  minor. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows!) 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That^gie  Secretary  of 
State  be,  and  he  is  hereby/v,authorized  to 
instruct  the  proper  United  Sfates  consular 
officer  in  Paris,  France,  to  issue  immigra¬ 
tion  visa  to  Jacob  Gross,  a  mino^orphaned 
grandchild  of  Rabbi  Solomon  HoSovitz,  of 
New  York,  N.  Y. :  Provided,  That  tnift  child 
is  otherwise  eligible  for  Immigration/  into 
the  United  States. 

Sec.  2.  Upon  the  issuance  of  a  visa  to  'the 
said  Jacob  Gross,  the  Secretary  of  State  shat^ 
instruct  the  proper  quota-control  officer  tcr&  unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  be 
deduct  one  number  from  the  quota  for  \assed  over  without  prejudice. 

T.np  flrsr.  vpnr  that  Qiirh  mints  %  _  _ _ 
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With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  2,  line  12,  after  the  word  ‘‘west’*, 
Insert  “ Provided ,  That  the  cost  of  any  sur¬ 
vey  necessary  to  the  issuance  of  patent  shall 
be  paid  by  Ford  J.  Dale  prior  to  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  such  survey.” 

Page  2,  line  24,  after  the  word  "under”, 
insert  “applicable  laws  and.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

AUTHORIZING  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE 

INTERIOR  TO  ISSUE  A  PATENT  IN  FEE 

TO  L.  J.  HAND 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  4261) 
authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  issue  to  L.  J.  Hand  a  patent  in  fee  to 
certain  lands  in  the  State  of  Mississippi. 
Mr.  DOLLIVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 


Rumania  for  the  first  year  that  such  quota 
number  is  available. 

The  bill  was  ordered  td  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 
AUTHORIZING  SALE  OF  CERTAIN  LAND  IN| 

ALASKA  TO  FORD  J.  DALE,  OF  FAIR-1 

BANKS,  ALASKA 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  1790)  :. 
to  restore  certain  land  in  Alaska  to  the? 
public  domain  and  to  authorize  its  sale! 
to  Ford  J.  Dale,  of  Fairbanks,  Alaska.! 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk  < 
read  the  bill,  as  follows :  $ 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  Ford  J.  Dale* 
of  Fairbanks.  Alaska,  is  hereby  authorized,! 
for  a  period  of  one  year  from  and  after  the| 
effective  date  of  this  act,  to  apply  for  the| 
purchase  of,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interlor| 
is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  re-' 
store  to  the  public  domain  and  convey  to 
Ford  J.  Dale  for  trade  and  manufacturing 
purposes  the  following-described  land  situ-1 
a  ted  in  Alaska: 

Beginning  at  post  No.  1,  which 
on  the  west  right-of-way  line  of  tfre~Kicn- 
ardson  Highway,  approximately  two  one-  . 
hundredths  mile  north  of  post  183;  thence 
northerly  along  said  right-of-way  line,-*  a 
distance  of  approximately  six  hundred  fegt  to 
post  numbered  2;  thence  westerly  at.4fight 
angles  approximately  two  hundred  .feet  to 
post  numbered  3,  which  is  locate^  on  the 
east  shore  of  Paxon  Lake;  thence/southerly 
along  the  shore  of  the  lake  approximately 
six  hundred  and  fifty  feet  to  post  numbered 
4;  thence  due  east  a  distance  of  approxi¬ 
mately  two  hundred  feet  to  post  numbered  1 
and  point  of  beginning,  sajd  tract  to  embrace 
approximately  five  acres  located  in  approxi¬ 
mate  latitude  62  degrpOs  50  feet  north  and 
longitude  145  degrees  30  feet  west. 

Sec.  2.  That  the  conveyance  shall  be  made 
upon  the  payment  by  said  Ford  J.  Dale  for 
the  land  at  its^'teasonable  appraised  price 
of  not  less  thph  $1.25  per  acre,  to  be  fixed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior:  Provided, 
That  the  conveyance  hereby  authorized  shall 
not  include  any  land  covered  by  a  valid 
existing  tight  initiated  under  the  public  land 
laws:  Provided  further.  That  the  coal  and 
othef 'mineral  deposits  in  the  land  shall  be 
reserved  to  the  United  States,  together  with 
tfife  right  to  prospect  for.  mine,  and  remove 
jb he  same  under  regulations  to  be  prescribed 
#by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


VThe  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there/ 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle^ 
mamjrom  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  ^SPEAKER.  That  completes  the 


REORGANIZATION  OF  GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  2361)  to 
provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  Senate  amendments  thereto,  disa¬ 
gree  to  the  Senate  amendments,  and 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois?  [After  a  pause.]  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conferees :  Messrs.  Dawson,  Holi- 
field,  McCormack,  Hoffman  of  Michi¬ 
gan,  and  Rich. 


AND  USE  TAXES  ON  CIGARETTES 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  190  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  195)  to  assist  States  in  col¬ 
lecting  sales  and  use  taxes  on  cigarettes. 
That  after  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment 
under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion 
of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report 
the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the  previous 
question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on 
the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule 
makes  in  order  the  consideration  of  the 


bill  H.  R.  195,  reported  unanimously, 
understand,  from  the  Committee 
Ways  and  Means.  It  is  the  so-c^Ted 
cigarette  bill.  The  House  passed  a^imi- 
lar  bill  in  the  last  Congress,  but/unfor¬ 
tunately  it  did  not  pass  in  the  otjrer  body. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  tgr%ssist  the 
States  in  collecting  State-ircfposed  sales 
and  use  taxes  on  cigaretJfSs.  The  bill 
provides  that — 

Any  person  selling  or/JBisposing  of  ciga¬ 
rettes  in  interstate  comaffierce  whereby  such 
cigarettes  are  shippedJto  other  than  a  dis¬ 
tributor  licensed  byareir  located  in  a  State 
taxing  the  sale  or  me  of  cigarettes  shall,  not 
later  than  the  lOtjfl  day  of  each  month,  for¬ 
ward  to  the  tobacco  tax  administrator  of  the 
State  into  whten  such  shipment  is  made,  a 
memorandunj^or  a  copy  of  the  invoice  cover¬ 
ing  each  ^fid  every  such  shipment  of  ciga¬ 
rettes  maae  during  the  previous  calendar 
month  vfftto  said  State;  the  memorandum  or 
Invoice  in  each  case  to  include  the  name  and 
address  of  the  person  to  whom  the  shipment 
was  made,  the  brand,  and  the  quantity 
thereof. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  general  de¬ 
mand  for  this  legislation,  because  there 
are  several  States  that  have  no  tax  on 
cigarettes,  and  the  mail-order  houses 
find  it  profitable  to  send  great  quantities 
of  cigarettes  into  those  States.  The 
lealers  in  those  States  resell  them  in¬ 
directly  via  mail  and  on  the  “q.  t.”  basis 
^Without  in  any  way  paying  a  tax  thereon. 
fThe  States  lose  a  great  deal  of  revenue 
:^nd  so  does  the  Federal  Government. 
Consequently,  there  is  a  general  demand 
]f or  this  legislation,  as  I  said  before. 

The  bill  will  be  taken  up  under  the  gen¬ 
eral  rules  of  the  House.  This  is  an  open 
rule,  and  it  provides  for  2  hours  of  gen¬ 
eral  debate. 

I  do  not  believe  it  is  necessary  for  me 
to  say  anything  more  about  the  bill  be¬ 
cause  I  know  it  will  be  fully  explained  by 
the  gentlemen  representing  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Ways  and  Means  and  also  the 
gentleman  who  originally  introduced  the 
jill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  30  minutes 
|to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
^%ROWN]. 

^  Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  T 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  use,  and 
askj  unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  ex- 
ten&.my  remarks. 

T hekSPE  AKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objectrap  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Onig? 

There  vfc^s  no  objection. 

Mr.  BRO'lfifN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
the  gentlemltgi  from  Illinois  has  ex¬ 
plained,  House^jResolution  190  makes  in 
order,  with  2  hoifc;  of  general  debate,  the 
consideration  of  R.  195,  a  bill  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 


reported  unani- 
ttee  on  Ways  and 


Jenkins],  which  w£ 
mously  from  the  Comr 
Means.  It  is  for  the  pufiwse  of  assisting 
the  States  in  collecting^ales  and  use 
taxes  on  cigarettes. 

This  is  a  very  meritoriodk  measure, 
and  one  in  which  there  is  a  w^espread 
national  interest. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  &eld  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wes\Vir- 
ginia  [Mr.  Burnside]. 

Mr.  BURNSIDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
opposed  to  this  bill.  I  firmly  believe  that 
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iKis  bad  in  principle  and  that  it  is  not 
tluycind  of  legislation  to  which  this  Con¬ 
gress,  should  direct  itself.  For  the  first 
time  1%  history  this  Congress  is  being  ap¬ 
proached  by  the  States  with  a  confession 
by  those/States  that  they  cannot  deal 
with  theirbwn  citizens.  The  great  State 
of  Ohio  has/pome  here,  according  to  the 
gentleman  who  introduced  this  bill,  and 
said,  “Our  citizftps  will  not  obey  our  ciga¬ 
rette-tax  law  as  %/e  construe  it.  We  need 
the  help  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
compel  interstate  snippers  to  tell  us  who 
these  citizens  are.  We  wish  the  Federal 
Government  to  force  the  shippers  to  act 
as  revenue  agents  of  ou^  State  so  that 
we  may  be  informed  of  which  of  our 
citizens  has  chosen  to  buy  in  the  inter¬ 
state  market  rather  than  theMocal  mar¬ 
ket,  and  then  we  wish  to  attempt  to  col¬ 
lect  taxes  from  those  persons.”  It  seems 
to  me  that  this  is  a  violation  of  the  en¬ 
tire  principle  of  Federal-State  relation¬ 
ship.  State  taxation  has  been  regarded 
by  the  States  as  solely  their  own  business 
and  of  no  concern  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  whatever.  I  am  sure  that  the 
States  would  resent  Federal  interference 
and  instruction  as  to  what  type 'of  tax 
structure  they  must  have.  Yet,  here  we 
have  the  spectacle  of  the  States  asking 
the  Congress  to  help  enforce  their  tax 
laws.  Of  course,  what  we  are  being  asked 
to  do  today  is  to  say  that  we  approve  of 
the  State  sales  taxes  and  use  taxes  on 
cigarettes  and  that  we  will  lend  the  aid 
of  this  Congress  and  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
help  collect  those  taxes.  We  are  being 
asked  to  make  available  the  services  of 
Federal  district  attorneys  to  prosecute 
violations  of  this  law  and  of  the  FBI  to 
prepare  cases  for  trial.  I,  for  one,  am 
unwilling  to  do  this.  I  believe  Congress 
should  not  be  asked  to  pass  judgment  on 
the  tax  structure  of  the  various  States  of 
the  Union.  It  should  not  be  asked  either 
to  say  that  it  approves  of  the  tax  struc¬ 
ture  of  the  State  of  Ohio  or  that  it  dis¬ 
approves  of  it.  It  should  not  be  asked 
to  interfere  with  that  tax  structure  in 
any  way,  either  to  hinder  or  to  help. 
However,  if  we  are  to  pass  on  that  sub¬ 
ject — and  I  cannot  see  what  else  is  pro-, 
posed  here — I  cannot  approve  of  th§ 
State  cigarette  taxes.  They  are  sales  aj 
excise  taxes  on  necessities,  and  I  am  Op¬ 
posed  to  those  taxes.  I  was  elected  on 
the  platform  of  my  party,  whicly-States 
that  it  is  opposed  to  sales  taxej?  I  be¬ 
lieve  in  that  platform,  and  Jr  will  not 
knowingly  do  anything  to  aitj^fn  further¬ 
ing  the  spread  of  such  tax#£  They  im¬ 
pose  a  disproportionate  burden  on  the 
poor.  The  present  bill/if  passed  and 
effective  in  accomplishing  the  objectives 
of  its  supporters,  wilMhake  it  impossible 
for  the  workingrr^m  in  tax  States  to 
escape  the  consequences  of  local  high 
taxes,  or  of  lqg&l  so-called  fair-trade 
laws,  which  malfe  him  pay  more  for  ciga¬ 
rettes,  which/to  him  are  a  necessity  of 
life.  Thaycigarettes  are  a  necessity  to 
smokers  cannot  be  doubted.  We  spent 
million^getting  them  to  our  armed  forces 
and  they  are  part  of  Marshall-plan  aid. 

I  h®ve  before  me  a  copy  of  the  maga¬ 
zine' the  Tobacco  Leaf  which  is  a  vigor¬ 
ous  supporter  of  this  Jenkins  bill.  It  has 
in  its  issue  of  May  7  an  editorial  called 
Sharpshooters  on  the  March,  headlined 


“They  are  making  a  determined  and 
methodical  fight  against  every  form  of 
law  that  makes  price  cutting  difficult.” 
The  editorial  is  equally  divided  between 
support  of  the  Jenkins  bill  and  the  so- 
called  fair-trade  laws  on  cigarettes  in 
the  States.  I  quote  from  the  editorial : 

Now  the  Miller-Tydings  law,  the  fair-trade 
practice  laws,  the  unfair-trade  practice  laws, 
and  the  Jenkins  bill  have  but  one  thing  In 
common;  all  of  them  are  Intended  to  make 
price  cutting  more  difficult. 

Gentlemen,  I  am  not  interested  in 
making  price  cutting  more  difficult.  I 
believe  in  the  way  of  free  competition. 
I  believe  it  will  result  in  cheaper  products 
for  consumers.  It  will  increase  the  real 
income  of  the  American  people.  I  do 
not  believe  in  artificial  restraints  de¬ 
signed  to  keep  prices  high  and  to  prevent 
the  lowering  of  prices.  Accordingly,  the 
whole  purpose  of  this  bill  is  one  which 
runs  counter  to  the  entire  philosophy  in 
which  I  believe.  I  am  opposed  to  sales 
taxes  on  necessities.  I  am  opposed  to 


Virginia.  Judge  Arnold’s  brief  point/ 
out  with  citation  of  specific  cases  tta&t 
the  Jenkins  bill  proposes  to  aid^fhe 
States  in  collecting  sales  and  us^mtxes 
which  they  are  prohibited  from  jcollect- 
ing  under  the  Constitution.  J&is  brief 
cites  specific  examples  of  j0tate  laws 
which  it  is  unconstitution^to  apply  to 
interstate  shipments.  I  $ five  read  the 
report  of  the  committee/and  I  do  not 
see  any  answer  to  the^l  arguments  or, 
indeed,  any  treatment  of  them  except 
a  simple  statement^of  the  committee’s 
conclusion  that  thrill  is  constitutional. 
I  believe  it  woulpf  have  been  helpful  to 
this  body  to  h&?e  a  more  detailed  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  specific  charges  made  in  that 
brief.  For  Sample,  the  brief  states  that 
the  cigarette  tax  of  the  State  of  Illinois 
has  been/held  unconstitutional  as  ap¬ 
plied  t*/ interstate  shipments  to  people 
who  JSfuy  for  consumption.  It  states 
further  that  under  the  Jenkins  bill  a 
shipper  into  the  State  of  Illinois  would 
still  have  to  send  to  the  tax  commissioner 


high  prices  on  necessities  of  life  and  I  /of  Illinois  an  invoice  on  every  customer 
am  opposed  to  the  Federal  Government,/  to  whom  he  sent  cigarettes  in  the  State 


interfering  in  the  tax  structure  of  th# 
States.  # 

Furthermore,  if  I  am  to  be  asked  and 
compelled  to  consider  the  tax  stricture 
of  my  neighboring  State,  the  groat  State 
of  Ohio,  I  may  ask,  Why  it  is  jhat  that 
State  which  is  so  eager  to  have  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  assume  part  of  its  own 
burdens  of  tajc  collections^does  not  adopt 
a  form  of  taxation  which  is  not  so  easily 
avoided?  Since  4,he  suggestions  of  the 
Congress  have  been  invited  by  the  Jen¬ 
kins  bill,  I  believe  jit  is  appropriate  to 
suggest  the  State  of  Ohio  should  adopt 
a  graduated  incqtfie  tax  which  it  has  not 
seen  fit  to  do  rather  than  |his  inequitable 
sales  tax  whicti  singles  out  a  necessity  of 
life  and  imposes  heavy  taxation  upon  it. 
It  is  generally  conceded  by  tax  experts 
that  anJncome  tax  is  to  be  riiuch  pre- 
ferredjto  a  sales  tax.  I  would  have 
thought  that  this  was  a  mattef/upon 
whysn  the  State  of  Ohio,  for  example, 
was  entitled  to  do  whatever  it  saw  -fit 
Ithout  comment  by  me  or  by  any  otHefc 
lember  of  this  body.  However,  that 


of  Illinois.  If  this  is  so,  it  seems  clear 
to  me  that  it  is  imposing  a  very  heavy 
burden  on  the  shipper  and  giving  ab¬ 
solutely  no  aid  whatsoever  to  the  State 
of  Illinois.  I  would  like  to  know  from 
the  supporters  of  the  bill  whether  that 
is  the  kind  of  thing  we  are  being  asked 
to  do.  I  would  also  like  to  know  whether 
it  is  not  true  that  most  of  the  cigarette- 
tax  laws  require  a  license  before  any 
purchase  is  made  in  interstate  commerce 
and  I  would  like  to  ask  whether  such  a 
requirement  of  a  license  is  not  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  commerce  clause  and  is  not  a 
restriction  on  free  trade  among  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  which  the  commerce  clause 
was  intended  to  protect  and  foster. 

Also,  I  note  in  the  hearings  on  this  bill 
that  the  proponents  of  the  bill  agree  that 
the  principle  of  the  bill  is  equally  ap¬ 
plicable  to  every  kind  of  commodity  and 
is  not  limited  merely  to  cigarettes. 
Under  the  circumstances  it  seems  clear 
to  me  that  once  this  bill  is  enacted  we 
will  be  faced  with  a  drive  to  strike  out 
the  word  “cigarette”  and  to  insert  “any 


State  has  sent  its  tax  commissioner  here  /commodity.”  This  bill  seems  to  me  to  be 
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to  ask  the  aid  of  the  Congress  and  volun¬ 
tarily  submitted  to  this  Congress  the 
question  of  whether  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  aid  the  State  of  Ohio  to 
collect  this  tax  or  whether  the  State  of 
Ohio  should  be  limited  to  its  own  de¬ 
vices.  I  say  let  the  State  of  Ohio  collect 
or  not  collect  the  present  tax  or  seek 
other  means  of  taxation  which  do  not 
require  the  aid  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  will  not  do  anything  to  increase 
the  burden  of  taxation  by  way  of  a  sales 
tax  on  necessities  except  in  a  case  of 
absolute  necessity.  No  such  necessity  is 
shown  here. 

In  addition,  the  bill  before  us  is  not 
only  a  precedent  shattering  bill,  it  is  one 
as  to  whose  constitutionality  there  is  sub¬ 
stantial  doubt.  I  have  in  my  possession 
a  brief  filed  before  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  of  the  House  by  Judge  Thur¬ 
man  Arnold,  former  judge  of  the  United 
States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District 
of  Columbia.  We  in  West  Virginia  know 
him  well.  He  was  at  one  time  dean  of 
our  law  school  at  the  University  of  West 


the  opening  wedge  in  a  drive  to  stifle 
interstate  commerce  in  a  welter  of  re¬ 
strictions  based  on  local  taxation  of 
interstate  traffic. 

I  allct  note  in  examining  the  hearings 
that  thete  is  no  comment  from  the  Post 
Office  Dep&rtment  whose  revenues  might 
be  affected  from  the  Department  of 
Justice  or  from  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment.  I  assume  that  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  and  the  Justice  Department 
have  by  now  answered  the  request  of 
the  Committee  for%omments  and  I  re¬ 
spectfully  suggest  that  those  comments 
should  now  be  made /available  to  the 
membership  of  the  House.  I  have  the 
greatest  respect  for  the  members  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  but  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  in  this  instance  they  have  acted 
somewhat  hastily  without  havkig  before 
them  the  comments  of  the  Government 
departments  involved  and  without,  hav¬ 
ing  an  analysis  of  the  State  laws  wifi0*1 
the  Congress  is  being  asked  to  help  the 
States  enforce.  I  respectfully  suggest 
that  the  matter  be  referred  back  to  ths~ 
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EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  HERBERT  R.  O’CONOR 

OP  MARYLAND 

IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Tuesday,  May  17  ( legislative  day  of 
Monday,  April  11) ,  1949 

Mr.  O’CONOR.  Mr.  President,  it  was 
my  privilege  yesterday  to  speak  briefly 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  in  favor  of 
H.  R.  2361,  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1949. 

It  is  my  conviction  that  the  critical 
state  of  our  economy,  in  view  of  the  huge 
expenditures  to  which  we  are  committed 
both  at  home  and  abroad,  and  the  com¬ 
plete  dependence  of  many  Nations  of  the 
world  upon  us  for  financial  assistance, 
require  a  redesigning  of  the  depart¬ 
mental  structure  of  our  Government. 

In  support  of  the  many  arguments 
that  suggest  themselves  in  this  connec¬ 
tion,  a  masterly  article  by  the  very  com¬ 
petent  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  Mr.  Lindsay  C.  Warren,  appears 
in  the  May  issue  of  the  American  Maga¬ 
zine. 

Mr.  Warren’s  article  poses  the  ques¬ 
tion:  “Will  the  wasters  win  again?’’  and 
goes  on  to  say  that  “we  have  reached  a 
crisis  in  Government.  If  Congress  and 
the  President  are  now  unable  to  put 
through  an  effective  reorganization,  they 
and  the  taxpayers  might  as  well  sur¬ 
render.  If  the  bureaucrats  win  again, 
as  they  have  before,  we  are  through.” 

Mr.  Warren’s  article  is  so  authorita¬ 
tive  in  its  treatment  of  this  vastly  im¬ 
portant  subject  that  I  believe  it  deserves 
the  attention  of  all  who  are  interested  in 
effective,  economic  Government.  I 
therefore  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it 
be  printed  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

WILL  THE  WASTERS  WIN  AGAIN? 

(By  Lindsay  C.  Warren,  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States) 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  the 
Congress,  and  the  taxpayers  once  more  are 
engaged  in  the  bitter  battle  of  bureaucracy,  a 
war  that  has  been  waged  for  years.  Arrayed 
among  the  opposition  are  the  pressure 
groups,  the  local  interests,  the  special  classes, 
who  have  come  to  demand  as  a  right  a  con¬ 
tinuance  of  payments,  benefits,  betterments, 
exemptions,  priorities,  preferences,  and  spe¬ 
cial  services,  ultimately  a  charge  upon  the 
taxpayer.  In  the  forefront,  and  deeply  en¬ 
trenched,  are  the  heads  of  some  of  the  1,800 
Government  bureaus,  divisions,  agencies,  and 
authorities,  who  are  fighting  fiercely  to  pro¬ 
tect  their  jobs,  their  departments,  their  red 
tape,  their  functions,  and  their  right  to 
spend  in  their  own  way  the  taxpayers’  money. 
In  20  years  Government  divisions  and  units 


have  increased  from  some  300  or  400  to  as 
high  as  1,816  (depending  on  who  counts 
them).  The  Federal  pay  roll  now  numbers 
more  than  2,000,000  civilian  employees. 

As  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States,  and  head  of  its  General  Accounting 
Office,  I  am  concerned  at  the  amount  of 
waste,  extravagance,  and  duplication  which 
shows  up  in  many  quarters,  and  most  espe¬ 
cially  at  the  tenacity  with  which  the  bureaus 
continue  their  jobs  and  their  spending  after 
there  is  no  longer  any  need  for  them. 

An  outstanding  exception  is  the  Home 
Owners’  Loan  Corporation,  which,  born  in 
the  throes  of  depression,  saved  the  mortgaged 
homes  of  thousands  of  our  citizens.  Of  late, 
HOLC  has  been  liquidating  and  doing  a  re¬ 
markable  Job  of  cutting  down  its  force  as 
rapidly  as  could  be,  with  the  result  that  the 
Treasury  has  every  prospect  of  getting  back 
every  dollar  which  ever  went  in  that  project. 
But  a  vast  number  of  Federal  bureaus  should 
be  the  object  of  a  vigorous,  uncompromising, 
but  scientific  and  discriminating  application 
of  the  bush-ax  treatment,  which  I  have  urged 
for  many  years.  That  there  will  be  snarls 
from  those  whose  powers  are  curbed,  and 
louder  ones  from  those  whose  benefits,  pay¬ 
ments,  and  services  are  discontinued,  will  be 
music  to  the  ears  of  the  taxpayers  at  large. 

Government  reorganization  is  a  major 
topic  today  because  of  the  exhaustive  report 
of  the  Commission  headed  by  former  Presi¬ 
dent  Herbert  C.  Hoover,  and  the  action  by 
Congress  to  put  into  the  hands  of  President 
Truman  the  authority  to  streamline  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Mr.  Hoover  estimates  that  the 
adoption  of  his  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  would  save  several  billion  dollars  a 
year.  He  has  said  the  65  bureaus  and  agen¬ 
cies  reporting  directly  to  the  President  ought 
to  be  cut  to  one-third  of  that  number. 

Now,  this  and  similiar  estimates  of  ex¬ 
traordinary  savings  from  reorganization  must 
be  taken  with  a  grain  of  salt,  for  reorganizing 
is  more  than  the  reshuffling  of  agencies.  It 
is  also  the  abolition  of  the  useless  and  out¬ 
moded  function,  and  it  should  bring  to  light 
those  far  too  many  cases  existing  where  the 
function  itself  must  be  continued  but  where 
the  staff  “working”  on  the  job  is- far  too  gVeat 
to  do  what  may  be  needed.  Everybody  knows 
that  some  Government  agencies  are  over¬ 
manned  and,  like  sin,  everybody  is  against  it. 
But  putting  the  finger  on  the  particular  spot 
is  a  task  for  experts. 

In  general,  what  Mr.  Hoover  is  now  say¬ 
ing  has  been  said  before.  President  Roose¬ 
velt,  in  1937,  called  our  Government  set-up 
“a  higgledy-piggledy  patchwork.” 

Congress  after  Congress,  President  after 
President,  almost  from  the  birth  of  our  Na¬ 
tion,  have  added  to  the  crazy  quilt  of  bu¬ 
reaus.  Once  established,  they,  are  loath  to 
die.  Instead,  every  year  the  heads  of  these 
bureaus  go  before  Congress  and  swear  they 
need  more  money  than  they  had  in  the  previ¬ 
ous  year.  If  Congress  should  set  up  a  tem¬ 
porary  bureau  for  an  investigation  to  learn 
whether  the  three  blind  mice  really  ran, 
and  how  far,  the  bureau  would  come  back 
the  next  year  with  a  glowing  report  as  to 
how  the  bureau’s  mouse  survey  helped  pre¬ 
vent  war,  or  reduced  the  national  debt,  or 
increased  farm  income,  and  would  ask  that 
the  bureau  be  made  permanent  and  the  ap¬ 
propriation  increased.  If  lobbyists  managed 
to  put  up  a  convincing  fight,  the  bureau 
might  win. 

Bureaucracy  was  increased  and  strength¬ 
ened  tremendously  during  the  war  by  catch- 


as-catch-can  laws  and  emergency  agencies 
that  were  necessary  in  the  days  when  fast 
action  was  more  important  than  economy 
and  efficiency.  The  end  of  the  fighting 
brought  an  end  to  too  few  of  these  agencies. 

Thus  has  been  built  a  monstrous  Franken¬ 
stein  that  in  many  instances  has  become 
stronger  than  Congress,  which  created  and 
nourished  it.  At  times  it  snaps  its  fingers  in 
the  face  of  Congress  and  openly  defies  it  to 
reorganize,  consolidate,  or  abolish  agencies. 
The  foremen  are  dictating  to  the  Board  of 
Directors;  the  tail  is  wagging  the  dag. 

In  some  departments  are  bureaus  that 
have  been  so  set  up  by  Congress  that  they 
are  able  legally  to  defy  the  Cabinet  officer 
who  is  supposed  to  be  in  supreme  command. 
These  bureaus  go  direct  to  Congress  over  the 
head  -of  the  top  officer.  Too  often  have  we 
seen  the  brave  efforts  of  the  President  and 
the  Budget  Director,  in  trying  to  balance  the 
budget,  go  for  nothing  when  the  bureau  heads 
and  the  pressure  groups  they  serve  clamor 
for  more  appropriations,  appealing  to  Con¬ 
gress  against  the  recommendation  of  Cabinet 
officers. 

We  have  reached  a  crisis  in  government.  If 
Congress  and  the  President  are  now  unable 
to  put  through  an  honest,  widespread,  and 
effective  reorganization,  they  and  the  tax¬ 
payers  might  as  well  surrender  uncondi¬ 
tionally.  If  the  bureaucrats  win  again,  as 
they  have  before,  we  might  as  well  concede 
that  we  are  through.  We  shall  be  forced  to 
confess  that  governmental  affairs  cannot  be 
conducted  on  a  businesslike  basis,  that  we 
cannot  set  up  clean-cut  operational  systems, 
eliminate  red  tape,  or  promptly  discharge  de¬ 
partment  heads  who  put  their  own  interests 
above  those  of  the  taxpayers.  It  will  be 
proved  that  shocking  Government  extrava¬ 
gance  is  as  much  a  part  of  democracy,  and 
as  indestructible,  as  the  Supreme  Court. 

As  the  head  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office — which  has  the  biggest  auditing  job  in 
the  world — I  am  responsible  only  to  Con¬ 
gress,  not  to  the  executive  branch,  and  it  is 
my  duty  to  see  that  the  money  Congress  ap¬ 
propriates  is  spent,  as  the  law  puts  it,  "for 
the  purposes  for  which  appropriated  and  no 
other.”  I  was  appointed  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  in  1940  for  a  15-year  term,  after  serving 
nearly  8  terms  in  Congress  as  a  Representa¬ 
tive  from  North  Carolina.  Reorganization 
has  been  a  major  interest  of  mine  for  years; 
I  worked  particularly  closely  with  President 
Roosevelt  in  his  efforts  to  get  authority  to 
let  him  streamline  Government  operations. 

I  have  no  voice  in  the  policy-making  job 
of  the  Congress  of  deciding  what  Govern¬ 
ment  services  should  be  established,  and  of 
course  I  should  not  have.  In  a  representa¬ 
tive  government  that  is  the  job  of  the  peo¬ 
ple’s  elected  spokesmen.  But  I  have  seen — • 
in  1932,  in  1939,  and  in  1945 — the  passage 
of  reorganization  bills  that  were  aimed  to 
bring  efficiency  to  the  unsegregated,  spraw¬ 
ling  groups  of  Government  functions  and 
functionaries — to  make  only  one  or  two  grow 
where  dozens  grew  before.  I  have  helped 
write  those  bills,  I  have  joined  with  others 
in  an  effort  to  make  them  work.  So  far  as 
they  have  gone,  the  job  done  under  those 
acts  have  been  noteworthy,  but  they  have 
not  gone  far  enough.  Consolidation  has  been 
stressed.  Abolition  ought  to  be  stressed  as 
well. 

I  plead  for  a  change  in  the  administrators’ 
point  of  view  toward  the  money  Congress 
gives  them  to  spend.  Too  many  bureau  heads 
actually  believe  that  appropriations  belong 
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to  them  and  they  must  spend  every  cent, 
even  though  It  may  take  superhuman  plan¬ 
ning  to  be  extravagant  enough  to  get  rid  of 
It  all.  Sometimes  the  state  of  the  agencies’ 
bookkeeping  prevents  Congress  from  learn¬ 
ing  the  financial  facts  of  life  and  matching 
appropriations  with  the  agencies’  real  needs. 

When  Congress  set  up  the  Federal  Sav¬ 
ings  and  Loan  Insurance  Corporation  it 
called  upon  the  Home  Owners’  Loan  Cor¬ 
poration  to  provide  capital  for  it,  but  since 
this  meant,  in  effect,  adding  to  the  over-all 
public  debt  an  interest  burden,  the  law  re¬ 
quired  F8LIC  to  reimburse  Home  Owners’ 
Loan  Corporation  its  outlay  for  interest  by 
payment  of  dividends  out  of  net  earnings. 
That  interest  cost  amounted  to  $25,000,000 
by  last  June,  but  the  Federal  Savings  and 
Loan  Insurance  Corporation  ignored  the 
law,  even  though  it  had  total  earnings  of 
$90,000,000.  It  is  true  that  such  payment 
would  be  made  from  one  of  Uncle  Sam’s 
pockets  to  another,  but  FSLIC  is  still  hold¬ 
ing  $25,000,000  that  should  be  handed  over 
to  the  Treasury.  Instead  of  being  used  to 
make  FSLIC  look  more  prosperous,  it  should 
be  applied  as  a  reduction  of  the  public  debt. 

The  Federal  Prison  Industries,  Inc.,  we 
found,  piled  up  nearly  $12,000,000  that  the 
corporation  didn't  need.  As  a  result  of  our 
recommendations  the  agency  gave  it  back  to 
the  Treasury.  Our  office  discovered  that  the 
Panama  Railroad,  a  Government  corporation, 
had  $10,000,000  to  spare.  That  agency,  in¬ 
stead  of  giving  the  Treasury  larger  dividends, 
had  invested  this  money  in  United  States 
Government  bonds.  Thus  the  Treasury,  and 
the  taxpayers,  were  paying  interest  upon 
money  that  belonged  to  the  people.  That 
device  may  be  good  management — from  the 
standpoint  of  the  agency  alone— but  it  is 
pretty  fancy  bookkeeping.  Thus  the  Pro¬ 
duction  Credit  Corporation  (an  offshoot  of 
the  Farm  Credit  Administration)  had, 
through  1946,  piled  up  $33,000,000  from  the 
income  on  excess  Government  capital,  which 
they  invested  in  various  types  of  interest- 
bearing  Government  bonds,  and  this  income 
was  used  to  pay  expenses,  make  up  losses,  and 
establish  a  neat  surplus. 

That  bookkeeping  fantasy  is  not  only  per¬ 
fectly  legal  but  is  common  in  Government 
corporations,  which  operate  with  capital  fur¬ 
nished  by  Congress  instead  of  upon  annual 
appropriations.  The  corporations  put  their 
excess  dollars  into  Government  bonds,  and 
thus  collect  interest  that  sometimes  is 
enough  to  pay  their  operating  cost.  The 
vice,  of  course,  lies  in  the  obscurity — when 
Congress  appropriates  the  money  it  is  for 
interest  on  the  public  debt  (an  obvious 
“must”),  not  for  operations  of  its  corporate 
agencies. 

In  reorganization,  the  big  job,  of  course, 
will  be  to  reduce  duplication,  to  abolish  and 
consolidate.  Ten  years  ago  I  pointed  out 
such  facts  as  that  28  agencies  were  engaged 
in  welfare  matters  and  75  were  buying  trans¬ 
portation  from  railroads  and  ship  lines.  I 
note  from  a  recent  story  that  the  Hoover 
Commission  reports  that  28  are  still  dealing 
in  welfare  matters,  and  75  spending  more 
than  a  billion  dollars  a  year,  are  still  buying 
transportation.  One  of  my  cynical  associates 
contends  that  anyway  it  shows  progress,  be¬ 
cause  the  number  has  not  increased.  In 
welfare  and  transportation,  at  least,  we  have 
held  the  line. 

Our  purchases  of  transportation  were  so 
badly  handled  during  the  war  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  is  now  attempting  to  get 
a  total  refund  of  about  $2,000,000,000  which 
is  said  to  have  been  overpaid  to  the  carriers. 
Although  we  cannot  set  up  one  bureau  to 
buy  all  transportation,  coordination  would 
reduce  the  annual  cost  by  millions  of  dollars. 

In  1946,  Senator  Harry  F.  Byrd  listed  951 
Government  agencies  operating  within  358 
departments  and  independent  establishments 
and  concerned  with  24  fields  of  activity 
There  were  27  handling  labor  relations,  37 


concerned  with  public  health,  24  were  mak¬ 
ing  maps,  and  93  were  concerned  with  Gov¬ 
ernment  lending.  Some  of  these  have  been 
reduced  or  merged,  but  generally  the  picture 
remains  the  same.  As  Senator  Byrd  discov¬ 
ered,  if  a  bureau  is  abolished,  the  employees 
and  usually  the  functions  turn  up  in  another 
department  under  another  name.  In  post¬ 
war  reorganizations,  793  employees  went  into 
the  State  Department  from  the  Office  of 
Strategic  Services,  and  3,718  from  the  Office 
of  Inter-American  Affairs,  the  Office  of  War 
Information,  and  the  Foreign  Economic 
Administration. 

Even  if  reorganization  didn’t  reduce  Gov¬ 
ernment  appropriations  a  dollar,  it  would 
give  us  tremendous  returns  in  increased  ef¬ 
ficiency.  And  it  would  save  money  and  time 
for  all  who  do  business  in  Washington — 
including  Government  employees,  who  often 
are  bewildered,  themselves,  when  they  try 
to  discover  what  bureau  is  handling  what. 

I  have  before  me  a  sheet  of  paper — almost 
half  as  large  as  a  bed  sheet— that  lists  the 
Federal  executive  departments  and  agencies. 
The  average  citizen  who  comes  to  Wash¬ 
ington  to  sell  goods,  or  check  a  veteran’s 
problem,  to  borrow  money,  or  to  do  any¬ 
thing  else,  goes  cross-eyed  and  dizzy  when 
he  examines  this  list  and  attempts  to  find 
which  agency  is  supposed  to  handle  his 
problem.  No  wonder  hundreds  of  men  and 
women  in  Washington  find  good  profit  in 
guiding  citizens  to  the  right  bureau.  With¬ 
out  a  guide  a  citizen  may  spend  weeks  be¬ 
fore  he  finds  the  department  he  Wants.  Be¬ 
cause  the  agencies  so  overlap,  even  when  he 
gets  to  a  destination,  the  department,  itself, 
may  not  be  sure  whether  he  is  In  the  right 
office. 

-  Experienced  as  we  are  in  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office,  often  we  must  search  the 
722-page  Government  Manual  for  half  an 
'hour  and  make  a  dozen  calls  before  we  find 
what  bureau  handles  a  certain  function. 

A  citizen  who  comes  to  Washington  to 
find  out  something  about  public  lands  dis¬ 
covers  that  his  problem  might  be  handled 
by  any  1  or  more  of  10  bureaus  in  several 
departments.  In  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  the  right  office  might  be  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  (which  includes  the 
General  Land  Office  and  the  Grazing  Service) , 
the  Office  of  Land  Utilization,  the  •  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs,  the  National  Park  Service, 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  or  the  Geological  Survey.  If 
he  doesn’t  find  the  right  bureau  there,  he 
can  go  over  to  Agriculture  and  try  the  For¬ 
est  Service,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  and 
-the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  If  he 
is  still  at  sea  he  may  find  other  bureaus  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  administration  of  public 
lands. 

Suppose  the  citizen  comes  to  study  the 
Government  system  for  retirement  of  work¬ 
ers.  You’d  expect  that  the  United  States 
Government  would  have  one  retirement  sys¬ 
tem,  so  that  no  group  of  workers  would  have 
more  advantageous  retirement  pay  than 
others  and  that  the  details  would  be  all  in 
one  office.  But  really  to  cover  the  subject 
he  will  have  to  examine  at  least  10  different 
plans  that  are  in  force,  covering  the  civil 
service  generally,  the  Army,  the  Navy,  the  " 
Coast  Guard,  the  Alaska  Railroad,  the  Light¬ 
house  Service,  the  Naval  Academy  Staff,  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  the  Coast  and 
Geodetic  Survey,  and  the  Public  Health 
Service.  Why?  Because  each  of  those  of¬ 
fices  has  a  special  system,  with  its  own  rules, 
authorities,  and  funds,  and  so  forth. 

In  the  General  Accounting  Office  our 
audits  frequently  turn  up  a  mighty  careless 
attitude  toward  the  taxpayers’  money.  Some 
agencies  are  well  organized  and  perform  effl-  - 
ciently,  and  my  criticisms  by  no  means  ap¬ 
ply  to  all  of  them.  But  the  prevailing  atti¬ 
tude  in  many  agencies— that  they  should 
have  the  right  to  handle  their  funds  as  they 
choose,  that  close  supervision  is  to  be  re¬ 


sented,  and  that  no  changes  can  be  made — 
often  inspires  too  much  carelessness  and  in¬ 
difference  right  down  to  the  bottom  draw¬ 
ers  in  the  bureaus.  Streamlining,,  I  believe, 
*  would  help  sharpen  the  wits  of  all  the  em¬ 
ployees,  give  them  new  respect  for  economy, 
and  cause  them  to  be  on  the  alert  to  save 
those  hundreds  and  thousands  of  dollars 
that  add  up  to  millions. 

In  1948,  our  auditors  clamped  down  upon 
erroneous  and  illegal  payments  by  various 
Government  agencies  that  totaled  $106,- 
798,213.  Every  cent  of  that  was  collected 
for  the  Government  from  persons  and  cor¬ 
porations  that  had  been  overpaid.  In  the 
last  8  years,  and  up  until  January  1,  1949, 
we  collected  and  put  back  into  the  Treas¬ 
ury  over  $608,000,000  which,  largely  through 
carelessness  and  indifference,  had  been  paid 
out  wrongfully. 

One  auditor  found  that  a  contractor  had 
been  paid  the  startling  sum  of  $135,300  more 
than  the  contract  called  for,  but  most  of  the 
mass  of  erroneous  and  illegal  payments  are 
comparatively  small.  We  are  not  directed  to 
make  a  special  waste  and  extravagance  sur¬ 
vey,  and  hundreds  of  these  payments  don’t 
show  up  in  the  regular  audits.  The  actual 
waste  may  be  twice  as  much. 

I  choose  items  at  random  from  a  foot- 
high  pile  of  reports  on  my  desk :  Failure  of  a 
Chicago  agency  to  collect  rent  for  Govern¬ 
ment  property  used  by  a  contractor  for  a 
cafeteria — $6,019;  commission  paid  to  a 
dealer  for  a  canceled  sale — $1,647;  one  di¬ 
vision  paid  a  bill  twice — $20,250,  and  the 
same  division  did  the  same  stunt  again  for 
$1,078;  carelessness  of  a  Government  in¬ 
spector  who  accepted  what  was  supposed  to 
be  a  25-ton  crane  but  later  was  found  to  be 
an  11-ton  crane — $6,534;  paid  for  tires  that 
were  smaller  than  the  kind  billed — $2,160; 
neglect  to  collect  on  land-purchase  pro¬ 
gram— $15,264;  failure  to  deduct  cost  of 
transportation  included  in  contract  price — 
$1,110. 

The  waste  in  salaries  because  of  over-em¬ 
ployment  in  Government  is  insignificant 
compared  to  the  waste  caused  by  the  actions 
of  those  employees.  What  it  totals  in  dol¬ 
lars  must  be  simply  incalculable.  We,  of 
course,  are  .post-auditors,  which  means  Jhat 
when  we  find  them,  the  deeds  are  done  and 
cannot  be  undone.  We  can  collect  back 
illegal  payment  or  erroneous  disbursements, 
but  we  can  do  nothing  about  waste  and 
extravagance  except  report  it  to  everyone 
concerned  and  hope  it  will  not  happen  again. 

For  instance,  again  selecting  at  random, 
in  Alaska  the  War  Department  paid  $2,619 
for  the  rental,  for  5  months,  of  two  trac¬ 
tors  that  cost,  when  new,  $500  each.  The 
owners  collected  $1,619  more  than  the  cost 
of  the  tractors,  and  still  owned  them. 

The  American  Legation  in  Canberra,  Aus¬ 
tralia,  sent  to  the  State  Department  a 
straight  cable  message  that  cost  $1,022.  A 
night  letter,  which  would  have  served  the 
purpose,  would  have  cost  only  $373.  Another 
similar  report  involves  excess  expense  of  $10,- 
000.  The  office  of  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion  in  San  Juan,  P.  R.,  in  l  month  sent 
341  cablegrams,  at  a  cost  of  $1,480.  The 
messages  could  as  well  have  gone  air  mail 
special  delivery  at  a  cost  of  $71,61. 

A  station  wagon,  damaged  in  an  accident, 
was  sold  by  the  Government  for  $105.90. 
The  purchaser  at  once  resold  it  for  $510  to  a 
man  who  sold  it  for  $675.  The  third  man 
spent  $400  on  it  for  repairs,  and  sold  it  for 
$1,200  to  a  man  who,  in  a  few  days,  sold  it 
for  $1,350.  One  of  our  most  startling  dis¬ 
coveries  was  the  approval  of  an  excessive 
payment  of  $203, 060  in  commissions  on  the 
purchase  of  parts.  The  agreement  to  pay 
the  commission  was  in  the  contract.  Proper 
negotiation  would  never  have  allowed  it  to 
be  in  there.  # 

In  nearly  every  Government  office,  employ¬ 
ees  and  visitor  constantly  note  the  extrava¬ 
gant  use  of  long-distance  telephone  calls. 
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Public  business  appears  to  be  a  terrific 
emergency  that  cannot  be  attended  to  by 
mail.  Since  telephone  calls,  unlike  tele¬ 
grams,  are  unrecorded,  usually  one  must 
take  the  employee’s  word  that  terrible  things 
would  have  happened  if  he  had  used  the 
mail  instead  of  spending  $46.30  for  a  long 
talk  with  somebody  in  San  Francisco.  One 
excuse  for  so  many  long-distance  calls  is 
that  it  takes  days  to  get  an  answer  by  mail. 

So  widespread  and  so  flagrant  are  the  ex¬ 
amples  of  waste  and  incompetence  in  Wash¬ 
ington  that  picking  up  examples  is  child’s 
play.  The  Hoover  Commission,  Senator 
Byrd's  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Non- 
essential  Federal  Expenditures,  the  House 
and  Senate  Committees  on  Expenditures, 
the  investigating  staffs  of  the  Appropriations 
Committees,  our  General  Accounting  Office, 
and  others,  list  them  by  the  hundreds  and 
total  the  waste  in  millions. 

Mr.  Hoover’s  investigators  found  that  the 
total  value  of  stock  piles  held  by  agencies  is 
$27,000,000,000.  Some  agencies  have  enough 
of  some  items  to  last  50  years.  Reckless 
buying,  of  course,  should  be  curbed. 

Federal  departments  spend  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  a  year  for  printing  and  publications. 
Tons  upon  tons  are  finally  sold  as  waste 
paper,  while  other  quantities  are  stored  at 
the  expense  of  the  Government.  There  are 
millions  of  obsolete  forms  which  should  be 
sold  as  waste  but  are  still  occupying  valuable 
storage  space. 

The  War  Assets  Administration  offered 
for  sale  in  1945,  1943,  and  1947,  a  Govern¬ 
ment-owned  building  in  Baltimore,  after 
first  clearing  with  the  Public  Buildings  Ad¬ 
ministration.  During  those  years,  other  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies  paid  out  about  $1,000,000 
for  rental  of  less  desirable  space  in  the  same 
area.  The  building  was  finally  sold  to  a  pri¬ 
vate  person  at  a  time  when  the  Government 
Printing  Office  was  paying  over  $200,000 
annually  for  equivalent,  but  less  desirable, 
storage  space  in  Baltimore. 

Bureau  heads  are  too  often  inclined  to 
shrug  off  such  examples  as  these  by  stating 
they-  are  only  rare  exceptions  and  are  far 
outweighed  by  the  incalculable  value  of  their 
work  to  the  Nation.  Bureau  heads  are 
tempted  to  become  empire  builders. 

Though  motivated  by  an  honest  belief  in 
the  importance  of  their  work,  back  of  it  all, 
with  some,  is  a  desire  for  more  power. 
Agency  heads  persist  In  believing  that  the 
more  money  they  spend,  the  more  employees 
on  the  pay  roll,  the  more  important  they  are. 
Rarely  does  one  hear  an  agency  saying,  “The 
Government  can’t  afford  this.” 

What  Thomas  Jefferson  said  in  1802  (he 
had  his  troubles  with  bureaucrats,  too)  is  a 
good  thought  for  today:  “Let  us  deserve  well 
of  our  country  by  making  her  interests  the 
end  of  all  our  plans  and  not  our  own  pomp, 
patronage,  and  irresponsibility." 

Reorganization  efforts  under  the  acts  of 
1939  and  1945  were  hamstrung,  in  great  part, 
because  certain  agencies  were  strong  enough 
to  get  themselves  exempted. 

In  1945,  full  exemptions  from  any  reor¬ 
ganization  were  granted  by  Congress  to  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Trade  Commission,  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission,  National  Mediation 
Board,  National  Railroad  Adjustment  Board, 
and  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board.  The 
civil  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of 
the  United  States  Army— work  on  rivers  and 
harbors,  dams,  flood  control,  irrigation,  rec¬ 
lamation,  etc. — were  exempted.  Certain  re¬ 
strictions  were  put  upon  the  reorganization 
of  the  Federal  Communications  Commission, 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation,  the 
United  States  Tariff  Commission,  and  the 
Veterans’  Administration.  Those  exempted 
agencies,  today,  employ  253,000  persons  and 
spend  billions  of  dollars  a  year. 

Already,  powerful  forces  have  attempted  to 
obtain  special  treatment  for  the  National 
Military  Establishment,  the  Interstate  Com¬ 


merce  Commission,  the  Securities  and  Ex¬ 
change  Commission,  the  Federal  Reserve 
Board,  and  Federal  Trade  Commission.  Now, 
a  great  many  Government  agencies  are  do¬ 
ing  first-rate  jobs  and  should  not  be  harassed. 
I  do  not  pretend  to  judge  the  merits  of  any 
particular  case,  but  I  am  sure  of  one  thing — 
once  the  President  is  restricted  by  even  one 
exemption,  to  that  extent  the  plan  will  fall. 

When  James  F.  Byrnes  was  a  United  States 
Senator,  speaking  for  the  reorganization  bill 
that  became  a  law  in  1939,  he  said,  “I  have 
yet  to  talk  with  reference  to  reorganization 
to  one  man  in  the  Government  service  who 
did  not  make  this  answer:  ‘Of  course,  it 
should  be  done.’  And  then,  when  he  joins 
the  great  old  order  of  ‘butters,’  he  says,  ‘But 
do  not  touch  my  department.’  ” 

When  President  Roosevelt  came  into  of¬ 
fice  in  1933  he  found  a  reorganization  act 
that  had  been  passed  under  the  Hoover  ad¬ 
ministration  which  gave  him  unrestricted 
power.  He  even  could  have  abolished  his 
Cabinet.  While  he  consolidated  a  few  bu¬ 
reaus,  dozens  of  new  ones  were  created. 
President  Truman  wants  to  accomplish  a 
genuine  reorganization,  and  he  can  do  it  if 
Congress  gives  him  a  chance,  and  the  lobby¬ 
ists,  and  the  pressure  groups,  and  the  bu¬ 
reaucrats  are  thwarted.  Congress  has  not 
given  up  its  veto  power  over  the  President’s 
actions.  The  current  bill  provides  that: 
Each  reorganization  plan  of  the  President 
must  lie  before  Congress  60  days,  and  it  will 
not  go  into  effect  if  the  two  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress  join  in  a  resolution  turning  it  down. 

Congressmen  have  favorite  departments; 
pressure  groups  who  are  gaining  favors  sup¬ 
port  the  bureaucrats  who  give  them  these 
favors.  Lobbyists  for  certain  functions  and 
agencies  Inspire  floods  of  letters  to  Repre¬ 
sentatives  and  Senators,  and  the  letters, 
backed  up  by  pleaders  at  hearings,  violently 
protest  any  changes.  Every  bureau  has 
backers  to  testify  that  it  is  absolutely  essen¬ 
tial,  that  it  is  operating  efficiently  and  eco¬ 
nomically.  Once  one  bureau  is  exempted, 
that  will.be  the  crack  in  the  dam.  “You  ex¬ 
empted,  such-and-such,”  the  plea  will  be, 
“why  shouldn’t  you  exempt  us?” 

If  the  taxpayers  rally  to  back  up  the 
President  and  Congress,  we  shall  have,  this 
time,  a  genuine  reorganization,  the  mish¬ 
mash  of  Government  can  be  cleaned  up,  the 
bushaxes  and  the  meat  cleavers  can  begin  to 
swing.  If  we  don’t  do  it  this  time,  we’re 
through. 


a  more  urgent  need  than  now  for  American  / 
fitizens  to  assume  a  responsible  role  in  na -4 
fional  politics.  i 

I  Too  often  laymen  take  too  lightly  not  oijsy 
$heir  responsibilities  as  citizens  but  also  tlf’elr 
|ob  In  national  politics.  s 

*  Whether  we  admit  it  or  not  the  trejld  of 
events  on  the  national  political  front  ^napes 
fhe  course  of  our  future  welfare. 
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N  THE  SENATE  C#  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Tuesday,  Mayfi.7  ( legislative  day  of 
Mondaf,  April  11),  1949 

Mr.  AIKE.gr  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
manimoiis  Jonsent  to  have  printed  in 
fhe  Appendpc  of  the  Record  an  address 
Entitled  Responsible  American  Citi- 
|ens — Mr  Job  in  National  Politics,” 
|elivere|f by  me  before  the  Fourth  Na¬ 
tional  (inference  on  Citizenship  in  New 
|Tork  ipifty  on  May  16,  1949. 

1  Th^ire  being  no  objection,  the  address 
jjyas|>rdered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
|gs  jibllows: 

JtgJpONSIBLE  AMERICAN  CITIZENS - THEIR  JOB 

IN  NATIONAL  POLITICS 

The  cross  currents  of  our  national  life  and 
tef  world  affairs  are  such  that  there  was  never 


With  politics,  and  vice  versa. 

I  I  am  not  speaking  of  politics  inj 
|ense,  but  rather  in  the  broad 
eminent,  involving  the  enactr 
ministration  of  laws.  jr 

f  It  is  a  fact,  nevertheless that  govern¬ 
mental  policies  are  projected,  tested,  and 
yeighed  in  the  political  arejna.  It  is  in  the 
political  arena  that  the  sjjjctlight  is  turned 
pn  the  stand  taken  by  parties  and  by  candi¬ 
dates.  It  is  in  the  poliRal  arena  that  citi¬ 
zens  endorse  or  reject  Re  policies  espoused 
|jy  parties  and  candidates. 
ty  As  our  Nation  increases  in  population  there 
p  the  danger  that  control  of  government  may 
Become  further  apd  further  removed  from 
|he  people.  This/danger  takes  on  added 
Significance  when:' we  realize  that  big  gov- 
1  nmont,  by  comparison  with  previous  stand- 
ds,  is  here  .£&  stay.  Our  Government  is 
ihe  of  the  largest  enterprises  on  earth.  The 
mplexity  qf  our  domestic  problems  and  our 
creased  responsibility  in  international 
oblems  Have  given  rise  to  greater  centrali- 
tion  of /government  than  we  have  hereto- 
re  experienced  in  this  country. 

The  jpoblem  now  is  to  keep  Government 
om  getting  so  big,  so  unwieldy,  and  so 
owepftil  that  it  will  get  out  of  hand.  The 
est  way  to  prevent  this  from  happening,  or 
[rojh  letting  it  topple  of  its  own  weight,  Is 
\o£  streamline  it  and  operate  it  efficiently. 

Sfe  must  either  mold  Government  and  shape 
so  that  it  will  serve  the  people  or  the 
ime  will  come  when  the  people  will  be  serv¬ 
ing  the  Government.  So  long  as  we  have 
overnment  somebody  will  be  running  it. 

It  is  up  to  the  citizens  of  the  Nation  to 
ecide  whether  they  want  to  take  more  re- 
ponslbility  in  politics  and  have  a  say  in  how 
hings  are  run,  or  whether  they  want  to  give 
entrallzation  a  free  and  unfettered  hand, 
f  the  citizens  make  the  latter  choice,  they 
;an  blame  nobody  but  themselves  for  what 
rappens. 

I  do  not  mean  to  disparage  or  belittle  those 
whom  some  choose  to  call  bureaucrats  be¬ 
cause  I  think  nearly  all  Federal  servants  are 
honest,  hard-working  citizens  truly  seeking 
to  improve  their  Government  and  their 
country.  Let  us  keep  them  that  way.  Let’s 
ot  tempt  them  by  giving  them  too  free  a 
nd  or  too  much  power.  Let  us  make  them 
evfen  more  responsible  and  more  responsive 
to  the  will  of  the  people. 

In  Bonsidering  this  question  of  good  citi- 
zenshlpkwe  should  bear  in  mind  that  there 
is  a  vast\difference  between  being  just  an 
American  aitizen  and  in  being  a  responsible 
citizen.  Tlrte^  responsibility  that  goes  with 
citizenship  irivthis  country  is  what  distin¬ 
guishes  democracy  from  totalitarianism.  In 
the  latter  ideologiy,  responsibility  is  usurped 
by  the  state  and  is^ot  reserved  to  the  citizen. 

In  the  United  Stsfces,  we  cherish  the  phi¬ 
losophy  that  the  Gownment  Is  responsible 
to  the  citizen  instead the  citizen  being 
responsible  to  the  GovePjament.  This  phi¬ 
losophy  Is  inherent  in  our\)eclaration  of  In¬ 
dependence  which  held  th^t  “Governments 
are  instituted  among  men/taeriving  their 
just  powers  from  the  consent, ^of  the  gov¬ 
erned.”  At  the  time  that  theseWords  were 
written  the  rights  of  the  cltizem%ere  little 
respected  in  the  world.  It  was  unpopular 
or  safe  to  even  talk  about  the  right^qf  the 
individual.  To  work  for  the  founding.,of  a 
government  based  upon  the  protection  of 
such  rights  required  the  courage  of  deep  c%- 
viction  and  fearless  disregard  for  person^ 
welfare.  \ 
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Fortunately,  our  forefathers  had  the  cour¬ 
age  to  found  a  Nation  that  was  conceived 
In  the  spirit  of  freedom  and  nurtured  by 
the  ideal  of  democracy,  where  the  rights  of 
the  individual  still  reign  supreme. 

Lincoln?,  in  his  Gettysburg  Address,  ex¬ 
pressed  the-aame  philosophy  when  he  said: 
“We  here  highly  resolve  that  these  dead 
shall  not  havefedied  in  vain — that  this  Na¬ 
tion  under  Go<rs*hall  have  a  new  birth  of 
freedom — and  thak  government  of  the  peo¬ 
ple,  by  the  people,  and  for  the  people  shall 
not  perish  from  the  'fearth.” 

The  liberty  and  freedom  which  have  been 
our  proud  heritage — ari#  which  have  been 
kept  alive  by  Jefferson, Lincoln,  and  the 
other  towering  figures  of  ’bur  history — are 
still  the  bulwark  of  our  de'tr.ocracy.  This 
is  an  inheritance  that  we  must  preserve 
and  perpetuate,  and  never  take -for  granted. 

We  must  never  get  into  the  "jfut  of  ac¬ 
cepting  the  privileges  of  being  an  American 
citizen  without  sharing  the  responsibility 
of  that  citizenship.  The  fact  that  wfeshave 
grown  into  a  Nation  of  great  influence, ^|ith 
one  of  the  highest  standards  of  living  me 
world  has  ever  known,  does  not  mean  thl|fc 
the  responsibility  of  the  individual  has# 
diminished  in  any  way.  The  individual  is 
still  the  cornerstone  of  our  way  of  life.  To 
be  a  good  citizen  enlarges  and  enhances  the 
scope  of  the  individual.  Being  just  a  half¬ 
hearted  citizen  not  only  retards  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  growth  of  the  individual  but  it 
also  serves  as  a  brake  on  the  progress  of  the 
Nation. 

The  problem  of  fulfilling  one’s  responsi¬ 
bility  in  the  field  of  national  politics  is  ad¬ 
mittedly  a  challenging  one  and  one  that  is 
not  easy.  It  does  not  mean  just  dropping 
a  ballot  in  the  box  every  2  or  4  years  and 
then  shifting  the  entire  responsibility  to 
those  who  receive  the  highest  number  of 
votes.  It  means  almost  daily  study  of  the 
issues  by  each  citizen  so  that  conflicting 
viewpoints  can  be  weighed,  and  public  opin¬ 
ion  formed,  which  will  bring  about  proper 
decisions. 

In  order  for  public  opinion  to  be  intelli¬ 
gently  formed,  the  people  must  have  access 
to  information  upon  which  an  intelligent 
opinion  can  be  formed.  Government  itself 
must  be  made  to  assume  its  share  of  the 
responsibility  for  seeing  to  it  that  the  citi¬ 
zens  are  frankly  confided  in  and  consulted 
with  in  the  operation  of  the  Government. 

There  have  been  many  cases  when  our  own 
Government  has  exceeded  the  bounds  of 
security  caution  in  withholding  information 
from  the  people.  How  can  the  citizens  ofgj 
this  country  arrive  at  proper  conclusions,  n# 
matter  how  much  they  try,  if  they  camrot 
get  the  basic  facts  of  a  situation — or  ifipthe 
facts  are  one-sided  or  biased?  Th^diffi- 
culty  of  obtaining  basic  information'  often 
arises  in  connection  with  foreign-policy 
issues,  but  is  by  no  means  confined  to  this 
field.  Concealing  expenditure#  ’  misinter¬ 
preting  laws,  using  funds  appropriated  for 
other  purposes  for  the  spread  bf  propaganda 
are  other  evils  of  govermgent  which  grow 
progressively  worse  unlejp1  corrected  by  a 
generally  aroused  citizepry. 

An  aroused  public  opinion  is  the  most  po¬ 
tent  influence  in  ourjdfemocracy.  That  opin¬ 
ion,  when  marshaled?  is  the  majority  voice  of 
the  American  pempSe.  An  indifferent  public 
permits  the  unsgumpulous  executive,  political 
or  pressure  gropp  to  attain  selfish  objectives. 

If  democrat  is  to  be  strong,  and  meet  the 
challenge  off' other  forms  of  government,  it 
must  haWkn  alert,  intelligent,  and  unselfish 
citizenry#  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  citi¬ 
zens  of^a  democracy  to  be  well  enough  In¬ 
forme# to  see  the  proper  relationship  between 
"  Ifare  of  the  individual  and  the  welfare 
e  Nation. 


am  fully  cognizant  of  the  citizen’s  re- 
Donsibility.  to  his  community  and  to  his 
'State.  It  is  entirely  proper  for  him  to  ful¬ 


fill  that  obligation.  But  that  does  not  free 
him  from1  his  responsibility  as  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States. 

Our  Federal  tax  laws,  our  Federal  courts 
are  examples  of  our  legal  identity  as  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  United  States.  Our  obligations 
in  the  national  political  field,  while  not 
legally  imposed,  are  equally  binding  if  we 
discharge  our  duties  as  good  citizens. 

The  reason  the  political  decisions  we  make 
are  so  important  is  that  these  decisions  in¬ 
fluence  and  permeate  our  whole  national  life. 
We  cannot  segregate  the  political  from  the 
economic  phases  of  democracy.  A  democracy 
cannot  remain  strong  if  the  economic  struc¬ 
ture  of  the  Nation  is  weak.  Neither  can  the 
social  problems  of  the  Nation  be  partitioned 
off  from  the  economic  and  political  problems. 
Each  must  mesh  with  the  other  in  the  gears 
of  democracy. 

We  know  from  our  experience  in  the  de¬ 
pression  years  of  the  thirties  what  it  means 
to  have  people  denied  the  opportunity  of 
.  being  useful  citizens  because  of  lack  of  em¬ 
ployment,  training,  health,  or  morale.  It  is 
incumbent  upon  us  as  good  citizens  not  to 
permit  a  repetition  of  that  sad  experience. 

In  world  history  if  we  ferret  out  the  root 
of  political  upheaval,  it  is  traceable  in  most 
gases  to  economic  or  social  maladjustment. 

the  scope  of  the  citizen’s  responsibility 
is'^road.  The  challenge  for  him  to  keep  jfi- 
fori^ed,  and  to  do  something  about  whatfhe 
knotykand  believes,  is  ever-present.  # 

It  lAia  sad  spectacle  to  see  a  citizgfi,  who 
might  vi%ld  constructive  political  influence 
in  the  Na^pn,  sit  back  and  wait  f#r  his  fel¬ 
lows  to  dbftaie  job.  The  first  a fid  foremost 
way  to  demqkstrate  that  we  ag£  responsible 
citizens  is  to  fgg  to  the  polls#nd  vote.  We 
have  never  exercised  anywhere  near  our  vot¬ 
ing  potential  iir&jtiis  coufife-y.  In  the  last 
national  election,  President  of  the  United 
States  was  elected  i^sopy  about  one-fourth 
of  the  people  who  c^Bld  have  qualified  as 
voters*  By  their  fatp§&.  to  vote  nearly  45,- 
000,000  Americanss/navft&forfeited  any  full 
moral  right  to  criticize  t  represent  adminis¬ 
tration  of  our  <J@vernment?% 

Discussion  of  -  the  topics  c#the  day  with 
our  neighbors’  is  another  eaAfigrk  of  good 
eit izensh ip#  I  am  thankful  for  %ie  privilege 
of  growing  up  in  the  atmosphere  of  the 
New  England  town  meeting.  Thatljte  a  tra- 
dition^Kiat  Americans  everywhere  c§p  well 
aiiorsjf'io  emulate. 

bup  action,  through  affiliation  'Ifejth 
same  worth-while  organization,  is  almoSfai 
Necessity  in  this  day  of  bigness.  The  voici|. 
Pbf  the  individual  may  be  a  voice  crying  ins 
the  wilderness  unless  it  is  backed  by  the 
force  of  numbers.  I  should  like  to  sound 
this  warning  note,  however.  Careless  citi¬ 
zens  and  careless  groups  can  be  used  for  bad 
purposes.  The  forces  of  evil  do  not  dare 
to  organize  as  such.  They  cannot  afford  to 
be  open  and  above  board.  Their  strategy  is 
to  bore  from  within,  and  thereby  to  use  re¬ 
spectable  fronts  for  less  respectable  pur¬ 
poses. 

It  is  extremely  important  that  good  citi¬ 
zens  and  desirable  groups  be  on  guard  against 
letting  themselves  be  used  to  provide  a  cloak 
of  respectability  for  schemers  and  plotters. 

If  you  cannot  take  an  active  interest  in 
the  organization  to  which  you  belong  you 
had  better  keep  out  of  it. 

I  would  also  warn  groups  against  the  en¬ 
dorsement  of  resolutions  without  having  ac¬ 
curate  knowledge  as  to  the  content  and  real 
purpose  of  the  petition.  Sometimes  cham¬ 
bers  of  commerce,  and  even  State  legisla¬ 
tures,  endorse  resolutions  they  do  not  know 
the  full  meaning  of.  In  this  day  of  organized 
groups,  and  a  flourishing  business  in  the 
lobbying  field,  it  is  difficult  even  for  a  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress  to  separate  the  wheat  from 
the  chaff.  There  are  so  many  pressures  and 
so  many  viewpoints. 

No  one  can  tell  how  many  groups  are 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  lucrative. 


jobs  to  enterprising  and  sometimes  un¬ 
scrupulous  men.  These  men  frequently '-or¬ 
ganize  and  solicit  funds  on  a  commission 
basis,  establish  lucrative  incomes  fopAhem- 
selves,  and  make  sure  that  the  purpose  for 
which  the  organization  is  ostensibly  set  up 
is  never  quite  achieved.  Very  b^jfy  business¬ 
men  are  sometimes  the  most  susceptible  vic¬ 
tims  in  this  field  of  questionable  group  oper¬ 
ations.  Jf 

The  problem  of  the  legislator  is  to  weigh 
the  different  viewpoints^#!  the  light  of  the 
national  welfare,  and  Jben  decide  how  to 
vote.  I  may  say  thaUfit  is  a  soul-searching 
experience  in  deciding  how  to  vote  on  vital 
and  controversial  Usues. 

Of  course,  if  thg  legislator  is  too  often  at 
variance  with  fife  constituents  in  his  stand 
on  these  issues,  his  exit  from  the  political 
scene  is  a  very  likely  consequence. 

One  of  t]|i  most  important  problems  con¬ 
i’  mting  $fie  responsible  citizen  is  to  be  able 
to  dray#the  line  between  vested  local,  and 
perhaps  personal,  interests  and  the  national 
welfare.  This  problem  is  particularly  no¬ 
ticeable  in  connection  with  matters  involv¬ 
ing  money.  There  is  a  tendency  for  each 
group  or  each  class  of  petitioner  to  want 
f  all  it  can  get,  apparently  with  little  or  no 
thought  that  somebody  has  to  pay  for  it. 
The  theory  seems  to  be  that  everybody  is 
getting,  so  let’s  Insist  on  our  turn  at  the 
grab  bag— the  grab  bag  in  this  case  being 
the  Federal  Treasury.  This  is  a  dangerous 
trend.  We  should  realize  that,  in  the  long 
run,  we  get  only  what  we  pay  for. 

.If  we,  for  very  long,  get  more  than  we  pay 
for  that  means  deficit  financing  and  in¬ 
creased  national  debt.  We  cannot  build  a 
lasting  nation  on  the  sands  of  paternalism. 
To  help  maintain  a  solvent  and  responsible 
National  Government  is  a  cardinal  require¬ 
ment  of  good  citizenship.  In  all  that  we  do, 
in  all  that  we  strive  for  in  our  role  as  good 
citizens,  let  us  not  sacrifice  liberty  and  free¬ 
dom  on  the  altar  of  expediency  or  selfish¬ 
ness.  Let  us  remember  that  liberty  and  free¬ 
dom  are  not  only  to  be  talked  about  but  also 
to  be  lived. 

The  seeds  of  good  government  are  always 
rooted  in  the  fertile  ground  of  responsible 
citizenship.  We  are  not  just  citizens  of  a 
State  or  politcal  subdivision;  we  are  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  United  States.  National  politics 
is  the  medium  through  which  American  citi¬ 
zens  can  work  hi  building  a  stronger,  hap¬ 
pier,  and  better  nation.''  It  is  through  this 
medium  that  we  can  meet  the  challenge  of 
assuring  ‘‘one  Nation  indivisible,  with  liberty 
nd  justice  for  all.” 

There  is  no  other  nation  on  earth  where 
thfe  individual  has  as  many  privileges  and 
as  Ikvuch  responsibility  as  has  the  American 
citi^n.  To  realize  and  appreciate  this  is 
the  fi®s|  step  toward  becoming  a  responsible 
citizen. %From  this  realization  will  come  the 
inspiratiS^.  and  the  impelling  desire  to  keep 
America,  aifeja  Nation,  strong  politically,  eco¬ 
nomically,  and  morally. 

That  is  cuiA^pb  in  national  politics. 


\ 

A  Tribut*4°  Norway 


EXTENSION  OF^REMARKS 

op  V 

HON.  ALEXANDEltWILEY 

OP  WISCONSIN 

IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNIT^  TATES 

Tuesday,  May  17  ( legislative  <  y  of 
Monday,  April  11) ,  1949 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President, 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
the  Appendix  of  the  Record  a  tribute  t? 
Norway,  paid  by  me  on  this  day.  May 
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gs,  acting  in  cooperation  where  jurisdlc- 
tl&nal  lines  are  transcended,  can  do  such 
a  j&b,”  he  told  the  conference. 

Foncwing  the  Governor,  Northcut  Ely, 
generwt  counsel  for  the  association,  spoke 
on  the  Opposed  central  Arizona  reclamation 
and  power>project. 

He  warrfeljL  that  Californians  would  have 
to  pay  for  rrilbt  of  the  project  through  con¬ 
tracts  for  the  power  output,  although  $400,- 
000,000  of  the  f»8,000,000  project  would  be 
spent  on  irrigatiolkln  Arizona. 

Irrigators,  he  salffe  are  unable  to  pay  the 
capital  costs  of  coniwuction,  so  the  project 
will  be  paid  from  a  6mr>ercent  sales  tax  on 
the  power.  Arizonians  pan  use  one-third  of 
the  power.  California  wil^have  to  take  the 
rest. 

‘‘This  is  particularly  obrfespoiis  because 
California  public  power  usttjs  are  thus 
blandly  expected  to  pay  for  an  l%pona  aque¬ 
duct  which  will  take  water  alreaPw*-claimed 
by  California,  and  on  which  California  works, 
already  built,  are  dependent,”  he  sa 

The  delegates  were  welcomed  by^Mayor 
Fletcher  Bowron,  who  spoke  pridefult|Lof 
the  city’s  publicly  owned  water  and  potter 
utility,  describing  it  as  the  world’s  great! 
municipally  owned  enterprise.  It  has  beef 
responsible,  he  said,  for  the  growth  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  city. 

The  association’s  president,  Maj.  Thomas 
H.  Allen,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  complimented 
the  work  of  E.  F.  Scattergood  of  the  Los 
Angles  department  of  water  and  power  for 
his  pioneer  work  in  the  formation  of  the 
National  Municipal  Utilities  Association. 

Another  speaker  was  L.  J.  Richardson,  pres¬ 
ident  of  the  Washington  Public  Utility  Com¬ 
missioners  Association.  Public  power  de¬ 
velopments  on  the  Skagit  and  Columbia  Ri¬ 
vers  in  his  State,  Richardson  said,  made  pos¬ 
sible  the  Northwest’s  great  industrial  growth. 

Keen  Johnson,  Louisville,  Ky.,  spoke  of 
the  superiority  of  aluminum  cable  for  elec¬ 
tric  power  transmission,  saying  it  had  the 
advantages  over  copper  of  being  lighter, 

'  cheaper,  and  capable  of  taking  greater  stress. 


Cooperative  Forestry  Programs 


SPEECH 

OF 

HON.  JOHN  JENNINGS,  JR. 

OP  TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  May  16,  1949 

The  House  had  under  consideration 
bill  (H.  R.  2296)  to  amend  and  suppigpent 
the  act  of  June  7,  1924  (43  Stat.  653) 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  SpeakejJr  shall 
support  this  measure.  It  is M  much- 
needed  step  in  the  conservaphn  of  our 
forests  and  their  restoragpn  and  will 
result  fn  great  good  to  tty#r>eople  of  the 
entire  country. 

The  bill  H.  R.  229#1reported  to  the 
House  by  the  Commpe  on  Agriculture, 
authorizes  cooperative  forestry  programs 
between  the  Fede^p  Government  and  the 
various  States  jOTthe  procurement,  pro¬ 
duction,  and  jfstribution  of  forest-tree 
seed  and  plants  to  establish  forests,  wind¬ 
breaks,  shejjer  belts,  and  farm  wood  lots 
upon  denimed  or  nonforested  lands  in 
States  jpich  cooperate  with  the  Federal 
Govera|ment  on  a  50-50  basis  under 
the  Ingram  established  by  this  act.  One 
mUPon  dollars  to  carry  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  act  is  appropriated  for  the 
fecal  year  ending  June  30,  1950;  $1,500,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 


1951;  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1952;  $2,500,000  for  each 
subsequent  fiscal  year. 

The  proposed  act  declares  it  to  be  the 
policy  of  Congress  to  encourage  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  maintenance  of  adequate 
forest  resources  essential  to  national  de¬ 
fense,  employment,  and  national  pros¬ 
perity. 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under  the 
terms  of  this  act  is  authorized  to  co¬ 
operate  with  public  and  private  agencies 
and  persons  in  obtaining  assistance  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  act. 

The  people  of  this  country  are  begin¬ 
ning  to  realize  as  never  before  that  we 
must  conserve  our  soil,  our  water,  our 
timber  and  all  other  natural  resources 
that  make  human  life  on  this  earth  pos¬ 
sible.  I  can  remember  when  the  greater 
portion  of  my  native  county  of  Camp¬ 
bell’s  heavily  timbered  tracts  of  land  were 
virgin  forests,  when  the  surface  of  her 
coal  fields  had  not  been  scratched,  when 
if  a  field  had  become  eroded  and  was 
tno  longer  productive,  the  usual  proce¬ 
dure  was  to  abandon  this  field  and  clear 
ground.  That  day  is  past.  opt 
virgin  forests  have  been  cut  and  sajfed 
int$||umber.  Many  of  our  coal  jpfnes 
have  wpn  exhausted,  and  fields  thaS  were 
once  fertile  and  productive  havePeen  in 
many  internees  abandoned.  Ii*?the  face 
of  these  conditions,  no  other  jibple  in  all 
Tennessee  ^ye  matched  t$e  efforts  of 
the  public  s^feted  citizepf  ~  of  Campbell 
County  in  refollkting  he^cut-over  lands. 
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a  meigper  of  one  of  the  numen 
carnal^ when  the  work  was  starte 
12  jjpirs  ago.  The  total  land  area  o 
cgpihty  is  286,000  acres  and  8  out  of  e 
of  these  acres  are  forest  lands. 

Because  of  the  great  abundance 
minerals,  food,  wood,  water  and  wildlife 
which  originally  existed  on  this  earth, 
men  have  taken  them  for  granted  with¬ 
out  any  thought  that  the  time  might 
come  when  these  great  sources  of  human 
life  were  reduced  through  the  waste  and 
destruction  of  man  until  their  disap¬ 
pearance  would  threaten  human  life  on 
this  earth.  Most  of  the  continents  of  the 
world  are  face  to  face  with  a  serious  de¬ 
pletion  of  natural  resources.  More  than 
one  country  is  bankrupt.  Bankruptcy  in 
the  natural  resources  of  productive  soil, 
forests,  water  and  wildlife  has  heretofore 
wiped  out  civilizations  and  millions  of 
people.  We  cannot  escape  such  a  fate 
unless  we  begin  with  might  and  main 
and  with  intelligence  to  restore  our  waste 
places  and  to  conserve  the  soil  and  water, 
the  timber  and  the  animal  life  which  we 
have  left. 

The  fertility  of  much  of  the  earth, 
through  the  ignorance  and  mistreatment 
of  mankind,  has  fallen  to  such  an  extent 
that  what  1  man  in  an  hour  of  labor 
could  formerly  produce  now  requires  10, 
50,  or  even  100  man-hours  of  labor.  You 


need  only  to  travel  through  any  part jK 
this  country  to  see  scattered  saw  timber 
where  once  were  virgin  forests  and  ex¬ 
hausted,  abandoned  old  fields  whijfi  once 
were  fertile  and  capable  of  producing 
crops.  This  is  true  of  the  gr^rang  lands 
of  the  West. 

It  is  not  enough  to  imnjpve  political 
and  economic  systems;  wevnust  improve, 
conserve  and  wisely  usefthe  land  out  of 
which  everything  w|piise  is  derived. 
From  the  land  and  firom  the  sea  we  ob¬ 
tain  our  food,  ouf  clothing  and  our 
shelter.  Men  in  epery  walk  of  life,  on  the 
farm,  in  the  offlae,  in  the  shop,  behind  the 
counter,  in  qjjtt’  armed  forces,  in  our 
schools,  in  government,  must  realize  the 
dependenc^Tof  man  on  his  environment. 
These  fajps  have  been  stressed  by  one  of 
the  wis^t  men  in  this  country,  Bernard 
M.  Baruch,  in  a  word  of  introduction  to 
a  book  entitled  “The  Road  to  Survival,” 
wljifeh  recently  came  to  my  desk.  The 
t|€ths  set  forth  in  this  book  are  based 
Upon  human  history  and  the  experience 
of  mankind  for  3,000  years. 


Secretary  of  Defense  Johnson  Emphasizes 
the  Importance  of  Small  Business  in  the 
National  Defense  Program 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  WRIGHT  PATMAN 

OF  TEXAS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  May  16,  1949 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  an 
address  before  the  annual  meeting  of 
the  chamber  of  commerce,  at  the  Stat- 
ler  Hotel,  Washington,  D.  C.,  on  May  5, 
1949,  Secretary  of  Defense  Louis  John¬ 
son  spoke  of  the  importance  of  small 
business  in  the  national  defense  pro¬ 
gram.  Since  the  volume  of  the  procure¬ 
ment  of  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment  will  continue  to  be  of  such  magni¬ 
tude  as  to  have  a  marked  effect  on  the 
merican  economy,  it  is  very  reassuring 
hear  the  comment  from  Secretary 
son  that  small  business  will  receive 
eration  in  that  procurement. 
Herep^e  some  excerpts  from  his  remarks 
which  ujjll  be  of  interest  to  the  Members 
and  to  thj»„friends  of  small  business: 
Small  Btr&jNFSs — Our  Basic  Safeguard 
Against^jhe  Dangers  of  Statism 

Those  of  us  %ho  are  engaged  in  the  busi¬ 
ness  of  national  defense  realize  that  a  sound 
program  of  preparedness  calls  for  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  our  entire  ^oductive  business  sys¬ 
tem — big  business  anfi  little  business. 

We  have  big  business  We  need  big  busi¬ 
ness.  We  can  thank  ouraucky  stars  that  we 
had  mills  and  plants  big  %p.ough  to  handle 
the  big  war  production  job^qf  basic  metals, 
and  to  mass  produce  and  asseffe^le  such  large 
items  as  tanks,  and  trucks,  and  ships,  and 
planes.  pjjs 

We  have  small  business  too,  a  nay,  hey  too 
played  a  vital  role  in  the  victory.  Fqr  them 
we  can  thank  the  wisdom  of  our  forefathers 
whose  political  economic  system  made  |*gssi- 
ble  the  establishment  and  healthy  growth 
of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  these  smaller 
units,  the  so-called  ‘‘small  business”  dt 
America. 
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"these  hundreds  of  thousands  of  small 
businesses,  scattered  throughout  our  land, 
together  with  our  millions  of  independent 
farmers;,  are  the  essence  of  our  democracy — 
they  are', f  our  basic  safeguard  against  the 
dangers  of  statlsm.  It  is  high  time  that  those 
few  power-seeking  and  merger-mad  corpo¬ 
ration  officials  in  our  midst  realize  that  the 
enemies  of  our  economic  system  are  gambling-, 
on  a  hope  that  American  big  business,  by  con¬ 
centrating  more  aad  more  economic  power 
in  fewer  and  fewer  business  enterprises,  will 
finally  drive  us  into  some  form  of  the  corpo¬ 
rate  state  which  can  readily  be  seized  by  a 
small  group  of  ruthless  men  to  spell  the 
death  knell  of  freedom.  '• 

The  National  Military  Establishment  ap¬ 
preciates  the  value  of  small  "business  to  our 
whole  economy  and  to  production  of  military 
items  particularly  and  is  bending  every  ef¬ 
fort  to  have  it  share  in  its  defense  program. 
Let  me  tell  you  what  we  are  doing  to  get 
orders  for  small  business.  \ 

But  first,  what  is  small  business?  h. 

The  Military  Establishment  acceptdvthe 
definition  in  the  Selective  Service  Act  of  1948, 
which  says  a  business  is  small  if  it  does  nb 
occupy  a  dominant  position  in  the  trade  o? 
industry  of  which  it  is  a  part,  if  the  num¬ 
ber  of  its  employees  does  not  exceed  500,  and 
if  it  is  independently  owned  and  operated. 

Under  this  definition  99  percent  of  the 
4,000,000  American  business  enterprises  of 
all  kinds  would  be  classified  as  small.  Since 
we  in  the  National  Military  Establishment  are 
interested  primarily  in  production,  let  us 
take  a  look  at  the  industrial  business  popu¬ 
lation. 

DISPERSED  INDUSTRY - A  NECESSITY  IN  ATOMIC 

WAR 

There  are  approximately  320,000  manufac¬ 
turing  plants  in  the  United  States.  Again, 
approximately  99  percent  of  them  are  small. 

The  workers  in  these  small  businesses  com¬ 
prise  65  percent  of  all  manufacturing  em¬ 
ployment.  They  produce  62  percent  of  the 
total  industrial  output. 

You  will  find  these  small  plants  in  many 
industries  and  widely  dispersed  all  over  the 
country.  More  and  more  of  them  are  mov¬ 
ing  to  the  outskirts  of  large  metropolitan 
areas  or  to  towns  which  were  formerly  only 
shopping  centers  in  agricultural  regions. 
Their  very  dispersion  offers  a  special  incen¬ 
tive  in  an  atomic  age  for  giving  procurement 
orders  to  small  business. 

None  of  us  wishes  war,  but  we  must  pre¬ 
pare  for  all  contingencies.  And  if  war  does 
come  and  it  proves  to  be  an  atomic  war,  we 
must  assume  the  big  industrial  centers  of 
our  country  will  be  among  the  first  targets.^ 
The  main  burden  of  producing  war  materi^  " 
will  then  fall  on  the  smaller  plants 
are  scattered  in  the  smaller  cities  and  toy 
It  is  therefore  good  procurement  planning 
for  peace  or  war  to  give  orders  to  si 
ness  now.  In  this  way  we  will  be  Jfevelop- 
ing  our  potential  national  assets,  strengthen 
ourselves  defensively  and  alleviate  the  evils 
of  the  huge  overcrowded  industrial  city— 
and  award  more  annd  more  contracts  to  the 
backbone  of  our  free  enterprise  system,  the 
small-business  man.  /■ 

The  National  Military  Establishment  is  in¬ 
terested  in  small  business  because  it  wants 
to  know  that  the  productive  capacity  of  all 
plants,  including  that'smaU,  is  available.  It 
Is  interested  because  it  feels  that  small  busi¬ 
ness  is  one  of  theAhstitutions  we  Americans 
believe  in  and  _y£ant.  We  must  not  forget 
that  practically^  every  American  business  in 
existence  today  once  started  as  a  small 
business.  / 

SALESMANSHIP - NOT  INFLUENCE,  NEEDED 

The  National  Military  Establishment  is 
proud  of  its  record  with  small  business.  We 
are  pot  saying  that  our  procurement  equals, 
exceeds,  or  falls  short  of  being  a  fair  pro¬ 
portion  which  is  the  goal  we  are  seeking. 
That  term  has  never  been  defined.  We  can 
say,  however,  that  it  is  substantial. 


As  I  have  been:  talking  about  the  billions 
being  spent  for  national  defense,  some  of  you 
undoubtedly  have  been  thinking,  “Why  am 
I  not  getting  some  of  that  business?” 

The  fault  is  not  with  us.  The  Army,  the 
Navy,  and  the  Air  Force  want  more  com¬ 
panies  to  do  business  with  us.  They  tell 
them  so — the  Navy  in  its  pamphlet.  Selling 
the  Navy;  the  Army  in  its  booklet,  Purchased 
Items  and  Purchasing  Locations;  the  Air 
Force  in  its  Guide  for  Selling  to  the  United 
States  Air  Force;  and  the  Munitions  Board  in 
its  guide  on  Military  Government. 

Getting  business  from  national  defense  is 
a  selling  job.  Far  be  it  from  me  to  give  this 
group  of  past  masters  of  salesmanship  a  lec¬ 
ture  on  the  art  and  science  of  selling.  You 
know  far  better  than  I  that  its  main  points 
are  knowing  what  the  customers  want,  how 
and  where  they  buy,  and  then  showing  how 
your  product  fills  their  needs,  when  and 
where  they  exist. 

The  salesman  who  performs  these  func¬ 
tions,  be  he  owner,  employee,  or  bona  fide' 
sales  agent  of  a  manufacturer,  is  always  wel¬ 
come  because  he  renders  a  valuable  service 
to  the  National  Military  Establishment. 

But  there  are  others  who  prostitute  the 
.  profession  of  salesmanship  who  seek  to  con¬ 
vince  the  small -business  man  that  only  by 
:  through  them  can  he  get  orders  fromp 
^Government.  To  the  small-business  m^6 
I  mfet  emphatically  say,  “That  is  nol^ib. 
TherSds  no  need  for  special  brokers,  fqf ’15- 
percenBprs,  for  10-percenters,  for  even|p-per- 
eenters.  %There  is  no  need  for  anyo^'to  in¬ 
tervene  between  small  business  andjsChe  Gov¬ 
ernment  toWocure  GovernmenU-COn tracts.” 

And  to  th(Mb  who  claim  to  selTjilfiuence  at 
the  right  spotla  say,  “We  wilkprive  you  out 
of  the  National  Military  ^Establishment.” 
And  let  those  whgp  engagdpm  questionable 
brokerage  activitielfyieedApls  warning. 

Let  me  repeat:  Tnqr^|fe  no  need  to  have 
any  broker  between  sgffil  business  and  the  • 
Government  to  procure  Government  con-  | 
tracts.  Mf  \ 

The  Army,  Navgi  And  Air  Force  with  the  | 
cooperation  of  fhHpMunitioiisL  Board,  are  in-  1 
tensifying  theig^Jfforts  to  make;  certain  that  1 
every  manufdjpirer  knows  how;,, to  do  busi-  | 
ness  with  yjfe  National  Miiitary^Establish- 
ment,  whajfls  being  bought,  and  W^at  offices  ' 

Our  Jpordinated  procurement  proj^am  is  A 
designJa  to  expedite  selling.  Of  cours\  the  T 
objqgiuve  is  increased  efficiency  in  military  % 
prqjjfhrement,  but  when  the  responsibility  'Per  g 
ping  total  military  needs  in  certain  iternAy. 
placed  in  either  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Air  f 
FForce,  the  results  should  be  good.  Right  h 
now  the  Munitions  Board  is  studying  the  f 
efficacy  of  this  program.  Many  businesses  ,> 
have  indicated  that  they  like  our  coordi-  ; 
nated  procurement  operation;  but  one  pur-  j 
pose  of  the  Munitions  Board  survey  is  to  i 
determine  its  acceptability  to  small  business.  | 
Eighty  percent  of  all  procurement  is  now  .1 
coordinated  through  the  Munitions  Board.  | 

We  are  planning  for  an  all-out  effort  to  |’ 
assure  the  national  interest — if  war  is  ever  f. 
forced  upon  us.  Knowing  the  nature  of  our  & 
potential  enemies,  anything  short  of  an  all-  g 
out  effort  would  be  criminal;  it  would  be  I 
suicidal. 

And  the  greater  the  all-out  effort;  the  more 
Important  small  business  becomes. 

FLEXIBILITY  OF  SMALL  BUSINESS  PAYS  OFF 

There  is  a  special  role  for  small  business 
which  I  particularly  want  to  stress.  These 
small  businesses  are  often  the  firms  that  can 
produce  the  last  10  percent  which  may  spell 
the  difference  between  victory  and  defeat. 

Say  we  need  100  items.  Our  regular  sources 
can  produce  90.  Ten  more  are  needed  for 
successful  operations.  We  cannot  wait  for 
our  major  suppliers  to  expand'  or  reorganize 
their  production  lines.  We  have  to  get  the 
goods  and  get  them  quickly. 

Here  is  where  the  flexibility  and  organiza¬ 
tional  simplicity  of  small  business  pays  off. 
Frequently,  these  6mall  businessmen  can  get 


production  on  the  needed  10  percent  whilej 
big  company  is  tooling  up. 

Out-of-pocket  expenditures  may  be  h^her 
for  that  fraction.  In  time  of  war  we  Alight 
have  to  pay  more.  But  in  many  cajEs  costs 
might  be  less.  In  any  event,  inAerms  of 
the  benefits  obtained  it  would  bAcheap. 

I  have  heard  rumors  that  sidSll  business 
believes  that  the  National  Milijary  Establish¬ 
ment  is  confining  its  industrial  mobiliza¬ 
tion  planning  to  a  few  JBrge  companies. 
These  are  unwarranted.jitfcet  me  give,  you 
the  facts. 

The  Munitions  BoagtT  and  the  three  De¬ 
partments  have  an  Jpidustrial  capacity  al¬ 
location  programJfThey  are  developing 
specific  and  realise  production  schedules 
for  a  substantiadj^number  of  manufacturing 
facilities.  Atjresent  22,000  have  been  cata¬ 
loged,  17,500jpi  these  are  small  business. 

Small  Ja'minessmen  may  need  special  help 
when  we  Jail  on  them  for  all-out  war  pro¬ 
duction^  They  will  encounter  technical, 
managerial,  engineering,  research,  and  finan¬ 
cial  .problems  which  never  occur  in  their 
nogjisal  peacetime  operations.  How  far  any 
outsider,  even  the  Government,  can  or  should 
in  helping  them  is  a  serious  question, 
e  are  developing  plans  to  review  this  en¬ 
tire  area.  You  can  be  sure  that  in  this  in¬ 
quiry  we  will  seek  the  advice  of  industry 
and  finance,  and  particularly  that  of  small 
business. 

In  emphasizing  our  policies  to  make  the 
maximum  use  of  small  business  I  want  to 
point  out  that  we  are  not  unaware  that  addi¬ 
tional  burdens  may  be  put  on  the  three  De¬ 
partments  to  place  orders,  supervise,  inspect, 
and  store.  That  is  a  burden  I  think  we 
all  will  recognize  as  warranted  and  which 
the  Departments  will  gladly  accept  in  the 
case  of  maintaining  free  enterprise  and  in 
order  to  keep  our  economy  in  diversified 
shape  against  any  possible  emergency. 


Republican  Paper  Admits  Frequently  Crit¬ 
ical  of  President  Truman,  but  Compli¬ 
ments  Him  Also  on  Reorganization 
Emphasis 
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EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  CLYDE  DOYLE 

OF  CALIFORNIA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday,  May  17,  1949 

Mr.  DOYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  follow¬ 
ing  editorial,  appearing  in  the  Long 
Beach  Press-Telegram,  Long  Beach, 
Calif.,  Wednesday,  May  11,  1949,  is  de¬ 
serving  of  the  utmost  consideration  by 
all  Americans.  I  hope  that  every  col¬ 
league  in  the  Congress  will  read  it: 

FOR  REORGANIZATION 

This  newspaper  frequently  is  critical  of 
President  Truman,  but  credit  is  due  him  for 
his  message  to  Congress  this  week  urging 
quick  passage  of  a  bill  giving  him  power  to 
reorganize  the  executive  agencies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  One  such  bill  already  has  passed 
the  House.  A  slightly  different  version  still 
is  pending  in  the  Senate. 

As  Mr.  Truman  pointed  out,  the  proposed 
legislation  requires  that  any  reorganization 
plan  he  submits  must,  before  becoming  effec¬ 
tive,  lie  before  Congress  for  60  days  without 
disapproval.  Hence,  there  will  be  no  re¬ 
organization  this  year  unless  Congress  acts 
quickly. 

Members  of  Congress  may  reply  that  if  Mr. 
Truman  had  been  less  belligerent  in  his  deal¬ 
ings  with  that  body,  the  present  legislative 
stalemate  would  not  exist.  Nevertheless,  his 
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latest  request  is  legitimate.  The  only  con¬ 
troversy  over  the  reorganization  bill  concerns 
details.  As  passed  by  the  House,  the  bill  ex¬ 
empts  certain  agencies.  The  Senate  version 
would  exempt  none.  While  the  Senate  pro¬ 
posal  is  preferable,  it  would  be  better  to  pass 
the  House  measure  than  none  at  all. 

9  Mr.  Truman  also  acquits  himself  well  in 
recognizing  the  Hoover  Commission’s  recom¬ 
mendations  as  a  “landmark  in  the  field  of 
government  organization.”  The  real  test  of 
his  attitude  toward  the  Commission,  how¬ 
ever,  will  come  when  the  President  and  his 
staff  draft  specific  reorganization  orders.  If 
they  follow  the  Commission’s  suggestions, 
large  savings  can  be  effected  with  an  im¬ 
provement  in  efficiency.  Congress  should 
give  the  President  an  immediate  opportunity 
to  show  what  his  intentions  are. 

The  last  sentence  of  the  editorial,  how¬ 
ever,  reading:  “Congress  should  give  the 
President  an  immediate  opportunity  to 
show  what  his  intentions  are”  leads  me 
to  just  briefly  make  the  observation  that 
I  increasingly  feel  it  is  not  constructive 
of  our  American  way  of  life  when  the  op¬ 
position  political  party,  or  its  leaders,  or 
papers  who  support  the  opposition  party 
theory  of  government,  always  have  to 
end  their  compliments  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States  with  a  reservation 
as  to  his  actions  being  in  good  faith  or 
his  intentions  being  what  he  says  they 
are. 

The  records  will  show  that  President 
Truman  not  only  considered  it  an  honor 
but  a  privilege  to  name  former  President 
of  the  United  States,  Herbert  Hoover,  as 
Chairman  of  this  strategic  Commission 
on  the  Reorganization  of  the  Executive 
Agencies  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment.  Furthermore,  the  records  speak 
out  clearly  that  President  Truman  has 
on  many  occasions  complimented  the 
Hoover  Commission  for  the  work  it  has 
done.  The  other  day  he  sent  a  special 
message  to  the  United  States  Congress 
commending  the  achievements  of  the 
Hoover  Commission. 

The  studies  under  Mr.  Hoover’s  direc¬ 
tion  have  cost  the  taxpayers  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  dollars.  It  certainly  is 
not  constructive  of  the  democratic 
processes  of  the  American  way  of  life  for 
the  leading  political  opponents  to  always 
throw  into  the  thinking  of  the  American 
people  doubts  as  to  the  good  faith  or 
sincerity  of  the  declared  intentions  of 
the  leaders  of  our  public  affairs.  Why 
not  wait  until  there  is  clear  evidence  to 
substantiate  and  prove  a  point  instead  of, 
in  advance,  throwing  the  fear  of  insin¬ 
cerity  and  poor  faith  or  lack  of  good 
faith  into  the  thinking  of  the  people. 
For,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  Democratic  Party 
leadership  of  our  Nation  habitually 
throws  an  emphatic  element  of  doubt  of 
good  faith  or  appraises  the  action  of 
Republican  leadership  as  always  in  bad 
faith  or  lack  of  good  faith,  then  that  sort 
of  action  is  weakening  and  is  not  con¬ 
structive.  And,  in  like  manner,  if  the 
Republican  leadership  or  if  the  Repub¬ 
lican  newspapers  habitually  disseminate 
into  the  thinking  of  Americans  a  feeling 
of  mistrust  or  of  lack  of  good  faith  or  of 
lack  of  sincerity  toward  the  President  of 
the  United  States — no  matter  which 
party  he  may  be  elected  from — then  in 
whom  are  the  just  ordinary,  plain  Ameri¬ 
cans  to  have  faith  and  have  confidence 
of  the  sincerity  of  their  intentions. 


I  do  not  add  these  comments  or  re¬ 
marks  in  any  thought  of  criticism  of  this 
splendid  editorial,  but  I  add  them  in 
the  hope  that  they  will  be  constructive 
toward  the  thinking  of  those  who  may 
read  both  the  splendid  editorial  and  my 
humble  remarks. 


iThe  Eighty-first  Congress  —  First  Ses¬ 
sion — First  Report — Record  and  Fore¬ 
cast 


SPEECH 

or 

HON.  JACOB  K.  JAVITS 

OP  NEW  YORK 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  REPRESENTATIVES 

£ 

Thursday,  May  12,  1949 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  first 
session  is  well  past  the  half-way  mark 
and  it  is  a  good  time  to  survey  where  we 
•stand.  It  is  fair  to  state  that  this  Con¬ 
gress  started  with  broad  expectations  of 
aciion,  especially  in  the  field  of  social 
welfare;  yet  only  two  major  pieces  of 
legislation  have  been  completed  with  re¬ 
sulting^  Presidential  approval  making 
them  law— the  Housing  and  Rent  Act  of 
1947,  extefided  by  Public  Law  No.  31 ;  and 
the  Econoife  Cooperation  Act  carrying 
the  authorization  for  another  year’s  con¬ 
tinuance  of  thei-JEuropean  Recovery  Pro¬ 
gram,  Public  Law  No.  47. 

Other  major  legislation,  on  the  repeal 
Of  the  Taft-HartleyHaw,  increase  of  the 
minimum  wage,housiS|,  antipoll  tax, and 
JJ’EPC  remain  in  different  stages  of  the  ; 
s  legislative  process.  Thete  has  not  even 
|been  a  single  major  apbf|)priation  bill, 
j  brought  to  conclusion  and  approved  into 
|  aw.  Action  on  other  mesul^s  of  great 
:  mportance  to  our  people  relating  |lo 
|  lealth  and  social  security  are  e%n  |ur- 
iher  behind  in  the  legislative  $jg£ess. 
ft  is  fair  to  say  that  a  Congress  a 
lajority  elected  on  what  most  of  o^r 
People  considered  to  be  a  mandate  foi*~ 
program  of  social  welfare  turns  out  to  b 
so  far  a  Congress  of  frustration.  I  have 
Jiligently  devoted  my  efforts, to  trying  to 
preak  this  log  jam  and  to  trying  to  get 
legislation  enacted  which;-  the  people 
pant  and  should  have 

RENT  CON^ 

|  The  Housing  and  Rent  Act  of  1949  ex¬ 
tends  rent  control  for  0  months  to  June 
fo,  1950.  I  took  a  rqjost  active  part  in 
|he  enactment  of  t#is  legislation  and 
testified  before  the  Jlouse  Committee  on 
flanking  and  Currency,  besides  offering 
Various  important  amendments  to  the 
pill  as  originally-introduced. 

The  beneficial  changes  in  the  law  may 
Pe  briefly  summarized  as  follows : 

First.  Certification  of  services.  This 
lew  featurgfof  the  rent-control  law  was 
Sponsored  J§y  me  and  requires  for  the  first 
|ime  a  spgprn  certification  by  the  land- 
‘prd  that'he  is  maintaining  all  services 
to  tenants  as  a  condition  to  obtaining  a 
lent  increase.  This  is  the  most  salient 
jeature  of  the  new  rent  law  and  will  un¬ 
doubtedly  redound  to  the  benefit  of  all 
fen|iits  in  our  district  and  in  the  coun¬ 
try;  One  of  the  most  serious  complaints 


hich  has  come  to  my  attention  has  been  / 
fhe  fact  that  landlords  have  been  filing? 
or  and  receiving  increases  of  rent  whi|e 
enants  complained  the  services  they 
ave  been  receiving  have  been  reduced 
ubstantially.  For  the  first  time,  |en- 
mts  will  be  assured  of  adequate  se^ices 
f  the  landlord  seeks  an  increase  q4  rent, 
or  does  this  prevent  tenants  frqin  seek¬ 
ing  proper  redress  as  they  coul|f  before, 
in  the  event  of  a  decrease  of  services 
even  though  the  landlord  doessmot  apply 
for  a  rent  increase. 

Second.  Fair  net  operatingincome:  In¬ 
stead  of  the  former  hardship  provisions 
of  the  rent  regulations,  the  Housing  Ex¬ 
pediter  has  set  a  formula  with  which  the 
landlord  must  comply  ih  order  to  seek 
relief.  The  landlord  will  have  to  submit 
records  to  show  that  he  is  not  earning  a 
fair  income  from  his  property  rather  than 
compare  his  current  income  and  ex¬ 
penses  with  previous  years. 

Third.  Evictions.’  Tightened  eviction 
controls  were  restored  to  the  Housing 
Expediter  for  the  first  time  to  2  years. 

In  New  York  We  have  had  a  temporary 
city  rent  corpfnission  in  this  connection 
and  now  th#e  are  controls  both  by  the 
city  and  the  Federal  Government  so  that 
the  tenant  get  greater  protection  against 
improper"  evictions. 

Fourtji.  Tenants’  right  to  appeal:  For 
the  fir*  time  in  the  history  of  rent  con¬ 
trol  tjie  tenants  have  been  granted  the 
absopte  right  to  appeal  from  any  orders 
issued  by  a  rent  office.  This  fundamental 
constitutional  right  should  give  every 
tehant  who  feels  that  an  erroneous  deci¬ 
sion  has  been  made  in  his  case  more  as¬ 
surance. 

Fifth.  Treble  damages:  The  Housing 
Expediter  is  once  again  authorized  to 
bring  action  for  treble  damages  on  be¬ 
half  of  tenants.  The  tenants,  of  course, 
still  have  the  right  to  bring  their  own  ac¬ 
tion,  in  which  event,  the  court  is  to  award 
court  costs  and  counsel  fees  besides  treble 
damages. 

Sixth.  Decontrolled  apartments:  Apart¬ 
ments  which  were  formerly  decontrolled 
because  of  the  termination  of  voluntary 
leases  between  December  31,  1947,  and 
pril  1,  1948,  are  back  under  control  at 
e  lease  rental.  Apartments  which  were 
decontrolled  because  they  had  been  va- 
camUbr  a  24-month  period  between  Feb- 
ruarj^L  1945,  and  March  30,  1948,  or  had 
been  occupied  or  rented  to  a  member  of 
the  landlord’s  immediate  family  are  now 
recontrollgfl.  As  a  result,  many  tenants 
who  have  been  paying  very  high  rentals 
because  apartments  had  been  decontrol¬ 
led  will  now  haa{e  their  rents  reinstated 
at  rentals  whicimjrevaile<l  Prior  to  the 
decontrol  ruling.  ; 

Permanent  residents  in  nontransient 
hotels  are  now  back  imder  control  with 
the  ceiling  rent  fixed  as%f  March  1,  1949. 
Most  of  the  present  rentsfpr  these  hotels 
were  fixed  by  the  New  York- City  Tempo¬ 
rary  Rent  Commission  but  now  Federal 
controls  will  protect  the  tenants. 

Seventh.  Converted  dwellings:  So- 
called  conversions  by  landlords  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  which  additional  housing  accom¬ 
modations  are  created  are  now  sut^ect 
to  examination  and  approval  by  the  R%nt 
Office  before  decontrol  takes  effect.  Ua- 
der  the  previous  laws  if  a  landlord^ 
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chimed  he  converted  a  housing  accom¬ 
modation  into  additional  units,  he  de- 
clai^d  himself  decontrolled;  now  he  must 
establish  that  it  was  a  real  conversion 
and  thKt  additional  housing  has  resulted. 

In  order  to  protect  the  people  of  my 
district,  l'%ave  expanded  the  facilities 
of  the  Congressional  Rent  Clinic,  which 
has  helped  ni%e  than  4,000  residents  of 
the  district,  so  :that  branches  will  be  op¬ 
erated  throughout  the  district.  Due  to 
the  overwhelming  requests  for  assistance, 
this  service  is  beiffg  expanded.  I  am 
gratified  by  the  very  %vorable  response 
received  during  the  paitj2  years  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  the  work  of  this  Rent  Clinic,  and 
express,  too,  my  profound-, appreciation 
for  the  public  spirited  groufi^of  lawyers 
in  my  district  rendering  this  public  serv¬ 
ice  without  fee  under  the  direction  of 
Hyman  W.  Sobell,  Esq.,  ChairmalVof  the 
Congressional  Rent  Clinic.  %, 

HOUSING  %. 

Housing  continues  to  be  our  No.  1 


from  employer  and  employee,  on  wages 
and  salaries  up  to  $4,800  per  year.  Op¬ 
position  on  the  part  of  the  medical  pro¬ 
fession  continues  unabated.  It  is  a  fact 
that  our  country  enjoys  a  very  high  qual¬ 
ity  of  medical  service  today  considering 
the  standard  of  medical  care  in  other 
countries.  It  is  important,  therefore, 
that  the  quality  remain  high  when  the 
quantity  is  increased,  for  it  is  also  very 
important  to  remember  that  millions  of 
our  citizens  are  deprived  of  adequate 
medical  care  because  of  cost  or  because 
of  geographical  location  in  rural  areas 
not  now  adequately  served  by  medical  fa¬ 
cilities. 

I  have  stated  before  and  it  continues 
to  be  my  position  that  I  shall  support 
the  acceptance  by  the  Government  of  the 
national  responsibility  for  the  people’s 
health.  It  must  be  made  possible  within 
this  framework  to  provide  for  increased 
hospital  and  medical  care  for  our  people, 
and  at  the  same  time  not  to  mislead  them 
with  glittering  promises  of  immediate 
large-scale  services  which  cannot  be  per- -f 


mestic  unsolved  problem.  Together  witrfc, 

nine  other  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep-  \  y - - -  ---  - - r -  ~~  y—  y- 

resentatives  I  have  sponsored  a  compre-  M°rped;  it  being  well  recognized  that 
hensive  housing  bill  providing  for  the  Serious  shortages  of  doctors,  dentists,  g/id 
construction  of  800,000  federally  assisted  nwges>  9^  hospital  beds  and  of  lal^ra- 


tory  .and  diagnostic  facilities,  especially 
in  rural  areas,  must  be  made  u$.  before 
that  complete  medical  service:?  can  be 
made  available  which  our  people  should 
have.  %  iF 

Federal  afd,to  education  Jjas  won  many 
friends  in  tlffe  last  few^fears.  I  have 
always  advocated  it  and  continue  to 
advocate  it.  ThWbil Left ready  passed  by 
the  Senate  appropriates  $300,000,000  to 
assure  a  minimum  %vel  of  education  in 
all  the  States,  supplerSenting  State  funds 
with  Federal  grants  bakid  on  State  per 
capita  income*  It  is  important  in  con¬ 
nection  wit Jg?  Federal  aidHo  education 
to  be  sure  .that  each  State  Is  doing  the 
limit  of  \yhat  can  be  expected  of  it  for 
itself,  it  is  also  important  to^see  that 
the  eiraihasis  remains  on  the  maximum 
eduction  for  all  our  people,  rathe^than 
to  j^e  this  legislation  to  centralizetau- 
th&rity  over  our  educational  systemMn 
, um  iaucu  J«e  Federal  Government  or  to  regulat^ 
to  pass  on  two  previous  occasions  in  the  yf^tate  educational  systems  meeting  fair"% 
House  since  World  War  II  after  passing  standards.  \ 

the  Senate.  The  climate  for  the  enai 
ment  of  housing  legislation  in  this  Jfe- 
sion  of  Congress,  especially  for  pfiblic 
housing  and  slum  clearance  is  tlfe  best 
that  it  has  been  since  1937.  The  catas¬ 
trophic  emergency  temains  a#great  as 
ever,  with  over  2,500,000  families,  largely 
those  of  veterans  in  the  m^dle-income 
group,  living  doubled  up  rfh  their  rela¬ 
tives  or  friends  and  as  najjftny  more  living 
in  substandard  accomodations. 


low-rent  housing  units — public  housing — 
a  $1,500,00,000  slum-clearance  program, 
$3,000,000,000  in  direct,  very  low  interest 
loans  for  the  construction  of  housing 
units  for  families  in  the  lower-middle- 
income  brackets  and  opportunities  for 
rural  nonfarm  and  farm  housing.  The 
minimum  estimate  is  that  under  this 
bill  the  construction  goal  of  1,500,000  new 
home  units  per  year  would  be  made  pos¬ 
sible. 

The  Senate  has  already  passed  a  pub¬ 
lic-housing  and  slum-clearance  bill  and 
I  am  now  exerting  every  effort  in  coop¬ 
eration  with  national  civic  and  veterans’ 
organizations  to  bring  about  housing  ac¬ 
tion  for  all  income  groups  in  the  House 
of  Representatives.  Public  housing  and 
slum  clearance  will  pass,  but  there  must 
be  action,  too,  for  the  middle-income 
groups  ineligible  for  public  housing,  now 
priced  out  of  the  market  both  for  sale  and 
rental.  A  national  housing  bill  failed 


HEALTH  ANDjSftiuCATION 

Two  other  critically  important  fields  of 
social  welfare  awjfit  action  by  the  Con¬ 
gress — legislated  accepting  the  national 
responsibility  J$>r  health,  and  providing 
Federal  aid  W  education. 

The  President’s  health  plan  has  been 
offered  in.  tiie  form  of  a  compulsory  pay¬ 
roll  taj^?iike  the  social  security  and  un¬ 
employment  insurance  taxes  for  which 
medical  and  hospital  services  and  even¬ 
tually  dental  and  nursing  services  are 
promised.  Coverage  Is  to  be  provided 
for  over  80,000,000  Americans  paying  a 
pay-roll  tax  of  3  percent,  one-half  each 


LABOR-MANAGEMENT  LEGISLATION 

The  heated  controversy  over  the  La¬ 
bor-Management  Relations  Act  of  1947 — 
the  Taft-Hartley  law — has  not  been  dis¬ 
posed  of,  a  stalemate  having  developed 
in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

I  originally  voted  against  the  Taft- 
Hartley  law  and  was  pledged  to  its  re¬ 
peal.  I  joined  in  the  fight  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  for  this  purpose,  and 
voted  against  the  Wood  substitute  as  an 
effort  to  maintain  the  essentially  puni¬ 
tive  basis  of  Taft-Hartley  by  another 
name — an  act  which  has  evolved  such 
violent  protest  from  the  16,000,000  hard¬ 
working,  law-abiding  Americans  who  are 
union  members.  Our  fundamental  ob¬ 
jective  must  be  to  see  that  collective  bar¬ 
gaining  between  employers  and  em¬ 
ployees  remains  and  is  conducted  fairly, 
but  with  the  least  Government  inter¬ 
ference;  save  the  right  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  cope  with  national  emergencies 
due  to  labor  conflict  in  the  interests  of 
the  Nation  as  a  whole,  but  without  the 
use  of  labor  injunctions. 


Other  fundamental  issues  with  resi 
to  labor  are  the  increase  of  the  minii 
wage  and  the  enactment  of  a  FaiF 'Em¬ 
ployment  Practices  Commissiontj€w. 

We  should  also  expand  the  protection 
for  employees  made  available*^  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act,  as  the*fict  has  been 
restrictive  in  its  operation/ thus  far.  It 
is  proposed  to  add  empklyees  in  hotels, 
in  transportation,  in  \jfrge  retail  trade 
and  other  categories,/!  am  engaged  in 
studying  carefully  thfs  expansion  of  cov¬ 
erage.  The  cost  ojffiving  and  the  general 
economic  level  cdr  our  country  certainly 
dictate  an  advance  to  a  minimum  wage 
of  75  cents  pff  hour  as  a  fair  one  and 
I  shall  suppdft  such  advance. 

FEPC  legislation,  which  has  operated 
so  successfully  in  New  York,  is  long  over¬ 
due.  I#  is  a  crying  shame  that  in  our 
country  there  is  no  Federal  law  to  pre- 
vent/discrimination  in  economic  oppor¬ 
tunity  on  account  of  race,  creed,  or  color.  - 
$Ur  constitutional  democracy  suffers  at 
-home  and  abroad  from  the  absence  of 
this  legislation.  We  give  thereby  a 
powerful  propaganda  weapon  to  Com¬ 
munist  forces  seeking  to  discredit  our 
system. 

I  have  offered  an  FEPC  bill  myself, 
H.  R.  192,  and  have  testified  in  support 
of  it  before  the  House  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor.  I  have  joined  and 
will  continue  to  join  without  reserve  in 
the  struggle  for  one  of  the  great  privi¬ 
leges  of  our  democracy  for  all  people,  re¬ 
gardless  of  their  color,  their  national 
origins,  or  their  religious  faiths — free¬ 
dom  'of  job  opportunity  to  the  limit  of 
their  abilities — and  I  am  convinced  that 
a  realization  of  this  goal  can  be  enor¬ 
mously  advanced  by  the  enactment  of  a 
fair-employment  practices  law. 

NATIONAL  THEATER,  OPERA,  AND  BALLET 

While  we  seek  to  improve  and  to  de¬ 
velop  our  economic  life,  it  is  also  impor¬ 
tant  that  we  develop  our  social  and  cul¬ 
tural  life.  We  are  seeking  a  healthy 
citizenry  with  sufficient  time  for  recrea¬ 
tion,  and  fair  compensation  for  our 
working  people  so  that  they  may  enjoy 
the  satisfactions  of  which  our  indus¬ 
trial  system  is  capable.  Accordingly,  I 
ave  offered  and  worked  hard  for  a  bill  to 
ultimately  bring  about  the  establishment 
of\  national  theater,  opera,  and  ballet, 
and^g  bill  to  help  our  youth  avoid  the 
pitfall^,  of  juvenile  delinquency. 

The  national  theater  bill  has  evoked 
a  tremefkjous  country-wide  response. 
People  evei^where  have  enthusiastically 
endorsed  thevaim  to  establish  facilities 
for  national  theater,  opera,  and  ballet 
and  to  make  tmm  "available  to  the  tens 
of  millions  of  Americans  who  cannot 
enjoy  these  arts  because  it  is  commer¬ 
cially  unprofitable  for  the  producers  in 
New  York  to  bring  them  to  the  country. 
In  addition,  university^  theater  groups, 
little  theaters,  community- theaters,  local 
symphony  orchestras,  little  opera  com¬ 
panies,  music  workshops,  and  a  host  of 
similar  artistic  endeavors  need  encour¬ 
agement  and  help  in  the  Nation. 

The  national  youth- assistance  bill 
which  I  introduced  has  also  evoked  great 
public  interest.  It  seeks  $50,000,000  to 
assist  States,  municipalities,  and  social- 
welfare  organizations  in  their  activities 
for  prevention  of  juvenile  delinquency" 
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Larcade 
Latham 
LeOompte 
LeFevre 
Lemke- 
Lesinskt;., 

Lind  • 
Lodge 
Lovra 
Lyle 
Lynch 
McCarthy 
McConnell 
McCulloch 
McDonough 
McGregor 
McGuire 
McMillan,  S.  C 
McMlllen,  Ill. 
Mack,  Ill. 
Mack,  Wash. 
Magee 
Mansfield 
Marsalis 
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Norrell 

O'Hara,  Minn. 

O'Konskl 

O’Neill 

Passman 

Patten 

Patterson 

Peterson 

Phil  bln 

t  Phillips,  Calif. 
Phillips,  Tenn. 
'  sage 


Smathers 
Smith,  Kan*. 
Staggers 
Stanley 
Steed 
Stefan 
Stigler 
Stockman 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Taber 
Tackett 
Talle 
Tauriello 
Teague 
Thomas,  Tex. 
Thompson 
Thornber: 
Tollefson 
Towe 
Trimble 
LV an  Zandt 
Jelde 
rsell 


Martin,  Iowa 

Rees 

Wadsworth 

Martin,  Mass. 

Regan 

Walter 

Mason 

Rhodes 

WeicfiW 

Merrow 

Richards 

Welch/Mo.  ft 

Michener 

Riehlman 

Werdel  I 

Miles 

Rivers 

Wheeler  Vi 

Miller,  Calif. 

Rodino 

White,  Cali* 

Miller,  Md. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Whitten  1 

Mills 

Sadlak 

Whittingtoif 

Mitchell 

St.  George 

Wickershamf 

Monroney 

Sanborn 

Wier 

Morris 

Sasscer 

Wiggleswortl 

Morton 

Scott,  Hardie 

Williams  1 

Multer 

Scrlvner 

Willis 

Murray,  Tenn. 

Scudder 

Wilson,  Oklaj 

Murray,  Wls. 

Shafer 

Winstead 

Nelson 

Sheppard 

Withrow  1 

Nicholson 

Short 

Wolcott 

Nixon 

Sikes 

Wolverton  1 

Noland 

Simpson,  HI. 

Woodruff  | 

Norblad 

Sims 

NAYS — 49 

Zablocki  | 

Addonizlo 

Kean 

Perkins 

Brooks 

Kelley 

Quinn 

Buchanan 

Keogh 

Rabaut  *< 

Buckley,  Ill. 

Linehan 

Ramsay 

Cannon 

McGrath 

Ribicoff 

Carnahan 

McKinnon 

Sabath 

Chesney 

McSweeney 

Spence 

Christopher 

Madden 

Vorys 

Dawson 

Marcantonio 

Wagner 

Doyle 

Marshall 

Walsh 

Eberharter 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Welch,  Calif. 

Gordon 

Morgan 

White,  Idaho 

Granger 

O'Brien,  HI. 

Worley 

Green 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

Yates 

Hart 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Young 

Heffernan 

O’Sullivan 

Karsten 

O’Toole 

NOT  VOTING — 

-64 

Arends 

Hull 

Pickett 

Bonner 

Irving 

Plumley 

Mr.  Pickett  with  Mr.  William  L.  Pfeiffer. 
Mr.  Chatham  with  Mr.  Rich. 

Mr.  Bonner  with  Mr.  Simpson  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  Felghan  with  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Moulder  with  Mr.  Clevenger. 

Mr.  Murphy  with  Mr.  Hugh  D.  Scott,  Jr. 
Mr.  Whitaker  with  Mr.  Plumley. 

Mr.  Vinson  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Wood  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Wisconsin. 
Mr.  King  with  Mr.  Gwinn. 

Mr.  Underwood  with  Mr.  Edwin  Arthur 
Hall. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 


CHANGE  OF  CONFEREES  ON  GOVERNMENT 
REORGANIZATION  BILL 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  communication,  which  was 
read  by  the  Clerk: 

May  18,  1949. 

Mr.  Speaker:  On  account  of  previous  en¬ 
gagements  over  the  week  end  I.  will  not  be 
In  Washington  and  I  have  asked  of  my  chair¬ 
man,  Mr.  Dawson,  that  another  be  selected 
in  my  place  as  conferee  on  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  bill,  H.  R.  2361. 

Thanks  for  your  consideration. 

I  am, 

Respectfully, 

Robert  F.  Rich. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  is  accepted. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  appoints 
the  gentleman  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Lovre]  as  a  substitute  conferee;  and  the 


Clerk  will  notify  the  Senate  of  the  change. 

..  .  COMMITTEE  ■  ON  EDUCATION.  AND  LABG»^»  Sec.  2.  A  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the 


of  shortage  of  doctors  in  the  Departmep 
of  National  Defense. 

Mr.  SABATH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks/n  the 
Record  in  two  instances;  in  on/c  to  in¬ 
clude  an  article  from  the  Chicago  Daily 
News  on  conditions  in  the  country,  and 
in  the  other  a  speech  delivered  by  the 
Honorable  James  Farley/ro  the  Boys’ 
Club  in  Chicago. 

JOINT  COMMITTEEMAN  LOBBYING 
ACTIVITIES 

4  Mr.  SABATH,  fwSm  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  A  privileged  resolution 
<H.  Con.  Res.  gC  Rept.  No.  612),  which 
was  referred  ^6  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  brf  printed. 

Mr.  SA^YTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
Imanimqds  consent  for  the  immediate 
onsiderfition  of  House  Concurrent  Reso¬ 
lution,^. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
o  >the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  resolu- 
iion,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  there  Is  hereby 
Established  a  joint  congressional  committee 
o  be  known  as  the  Joint  Committee  on  Lob- 
>ying  Activities  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
ihe  committee),  which  shall  be  composed  of 
ieven  Members  of  the  Senate  to  be  appointed 
>y  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  seven 
Members  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to 
e  appointed  by  the  Speaker  o'  the  House  of 
epresentatives. 


Mr.  POWELL.  ^|fr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consegl%that  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Co&mifetee  on  Education 
and  Labor  considering  the  bill  H.  R.  4453 
may  sit  durijii  generaFldebate  during 
sessions  of  the  House  thi^af  ter  noon. 

SR.  Is  there%bjection  to 


of  the  gentlemari%rom  New 


Boykin  Jensen  Rich 

Buckley,  N.  Y.  Jonas  Rogers,  Fla. 

Canfield  Kee  Rooney 

Case,  S.  Dak.  King  Sadowskl 

Chatham  Lichtenwalter  Scott, 

Clevenger  Lucas  Hugh  D.,^ 

Cooley  McCormack  Secrest 

Crosser  Macy  Simpsotyra. 

Curtis  Mahon  Smith,  JShio 

Davis,  Tenn.  Meyer  Smith/Va. 

Dingell  Morrison  SmJ|$r,  Wls. 

Dolllver  Moulder  Taylor 

Doughton  Murdock  TJIbmas,  N.  J. 

Durham  Murphy  Imderwood 

Felghan  Norton  ^Vinson 

Gilmer  Pace  W  Whitaker 

Gregory  Patman  m'  Wilson,  Ind. 

Gwinn  Pfeifer,  jM  Wilson,  Tex. 

Hall,  Joseph*.  Wood 

Edwin  Arthur  Pfelffey  Woodhouse 
Herlong  Wiliam  L. 

So  (two-thircte^'having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  bill  was  passed,  the  objec¬ 
tions  of  the  president  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs :  Jf 

General  pairs  until  further  notice: 

MrsM'Woodhouse  with  Mr.  Arends. 

Met: Morrison  with  Mr.  Canfield. 

Mr.  Irving  with  Mr.  Dolllver. 

Mr.  Gregory  with  Mr.  Lichtenwalter. 

Mr.  Gilmer  with  Mr.  Macy. 


The  SP 
the  requ 
York? 

Thq$>  was  no  objection. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

lr.  WOODRUFF  asked  and  was  given 
Emission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  tr 


committee  shall  not  affect  the  power  of  the 
remaining  members  to  execute  the  functions 
of  the  committee,  and  shall  be  filled  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  the  case  of  the  original 
appointment.  The  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  shall  select  a  chairman  from  among  their 
number.  The  members  of  the  committee 
shall  serve  without  compensation  in  addition 
to  that  received  for  their  services  as  Members 
of  Congress:  but  they  shall  be  reimbursed 
for  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary 
expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  their  duties  as  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  other  than  expenses  in  connection 
with  meetings  of  the  committee  held  In  the 
District  of  Columbia  during  such  times  as  the 


"Appendix  of  the  Record  and  to  include^  Congress  is  in  session 
therein  an  address  by  Mr.  Clark  L.  Brody,  \sec.  3-  sha11  be  the  dutV  of  the  com- 
executive  secretary  of  the  Michigan  wttee — 


Farm  Bureau. 

Mr.  BURDICK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include  a 
statement  in  regard  to  payments  to  re¬ 
tired  Army  men. 

Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include  a 
letter  from  a  constituent. 

Mr.  MITCHELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include 
two  letters. 

Mr.  McKINNON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include  an 
article  appearing  in  the  newspaper. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  and  in¬ 
clude  a  newspaper  article. 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  on  the  subject 


)  to  make  a  full  and  complete  investiga- 
ticrkof  all  lobbying  activities  Intended  to 
influence,  encourage,  promote,  or  retard  legis¬ 
lation^;.. 

(2)  tdimake  a  full  and  complete  investiga¬ 
tion  of  all^ctlvitles  of  agencies  of  the  Federal 
Government,  Intended  to  influence,  encour¬ 
age,  promote'£;pr  retard  legislation; 

(3)  to  report  .  from  time  to  time  to  the 
Senate  (or  to  l%e  Secretary  of  the  Senate 
if  the  Senate  Is  ftjDt  in  session)  and  to  the 
House  of  Representatives  (or  to  the  Clerk 
of  the  House  if  the  House  is  not  in  session) 
the  results  of  Its  stnifcr  and  investigation, 
together  with  such  recommendations  as  it 
deems  advisable. 

Seo.  4.  The  committee,  ofttany  subcommit¬ 
tee  thereof,  shall  have  powefc  to  hold  hear¬ 
ings  and  to  sit  and  act  at  sufoi  places  and 
times,  to  require  by  subpena Vr  otherwise 
the  attendance  of  such  witnesses,  and  the 
production  of  such  books,  papers,  documents, 
and  tangible  things,  to  administer  such 
oaths,  to  take  such  testimony,  to  procure 
such  binding  and  printing,  and  to  makd'such 
expenditures  as  it  deems  advisable, 
penas  shall  be  issued  under  the  signature1 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  and 
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bis  served  by  any  person  designated  by  him. 
Thb  post  of  stenographic  services  In  report¬ 
ing  h  hearings  as  the  committee  may  hold 
shall  Jiqt  be  In  excess  of  25  cents  per  hundred 
words. 

Sec.  5.  %he  committee  Is  authorized  to  ap¬ 
point  anctyix  the  compensation  of  such 
experts  andsssuch  clerical,  stenographic,  and 
other  assistants  as  It  deems  advisable. 

Sec.  6.  The  expenses  of  the  committee  shall 
be  paid  one-harfkrom  the  contingent  fund 
of  the  Senate  anyone-half  from  the  con¬ 
tingent  fund  of  the  iapuse  of  Representatives 
upon  vouchers  approVfed  by  the  chairman  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr!%peaker,  after  I 
conclude  I  will  yield  3(K®inutes  to  my 
colleague  the  gentleman  f^rn  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown].  %. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  kn<$^  whether 
the  Members  heard  the  reading,  of  this 
resolution,  so  consequently  I  willitoake  a 
short  explanation  of  what  it  intends  to 
do.  The  resolution  intends  to  appoint  a 
joint  committee  of  the  House  and  %^e 
Senate,  seven  Members  from  each  bod^ 
four  Democrats  and  three  Republicans'^ 
from  the  House,  and  the  same  from  the 
Senate,  for  the  purpose  of  investigating 
the  lobbyists  that  have  infested  this  Cap¬ 
itol  for  these  many  years,  especially  the 
last  few  years.  This  resolution  has  been 
broadened  by  the  Committee  on  Rules  so 
that  it  will  also  embrace  activities  of  the 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government.  It 
provides  for  making  a  full  and  complete 
investigation  of  all  lobbying  activities  in¬ 
tended  to  influence,  encourage,  promote, 
or  retard  legislation,  also  to  make  a  full 
and  complete  investigation  of  all  activi¬ 
ties  of  agencies  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  intended  to  influence,  encourage, 
promote,  or  retard  legislation. 

From  time  to  time  we  have  heard  from 
many  of  these  gentlemen,  some  of  whom 
draw  as  much  as  $150,000  a  year,  lobby¬ 
ing  and  trying  to  urge  and  retard  various 
legislation  for  which  they  have  been 
hired  by  corporations  or  groups.  How¬ 
ever,  many  times  these  lobbyists  have 
succeeded  in  securing  employment  from 
various  manufacturers  and  businessmen 
under  the  pretense  that  they  can  in¬ 
fluence  and  sway  the  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress.  In  many  instances  these  lobby¬ 
ists  obtain  their  money  by  fraud  any 
misrepresentation,  because  I  know 
many  of  them,  and  I  know  they  carrot 
deliver  anybody,  and  further,  I  ,|fdubt 
very  much  that  they  can  influegpe  the 
membership.  However,  they  jflte  here 
annoying  and  harassing  the.1, Members 
from  day  to  day.  I  feel  tha/'we  should 
know  just  exactly  what  legislation  should 
be  enacted  to  put  a  stop  tjpthis  infamous 
practice  that  has  prqpiiled  now  for 
many  years. 

I  remember  years  a^fo  when  the  coun¬ 
try  was  very  excitej^over  the  legislation 
intended  to  affeqjpthe  activities  of  the 
holding  companies  and  power  combines, 
as  evidenced  .  b!v  the  report  that  they 
spent  over  $^>00,000  under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  Hopjjbh  in  an  endeavor  to  kill  that 
legislation^which  they  designated  as  a 
death  s§^ftence  to  the  power  and  utility 
compares.  As  many  of  you  older  Mem¬ 
bers  rfirall,  this  legislation  was  eventually 
enabled  and  the  power  companies  are 
stjtf  Very  much  alive  notwithstanding  the 
fPct  that  this  law  is  on  the  statute  books 
Jtbday. 
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I  know  that  In  the  last  few  years 
many  more  millions  have  been  spent  on 
the  part  of  many  corporations  and  busi¬ 
nesses  who  are  endeavoring  to  enact 
legislation  in  their  favor  and  stop  legis¬ 
lation  which  they  are  opposed  to.  Many 
of  you  older  members  remember  that  I 
have  attacked  these  professional  lob¬ 
byists  for  years.  I  introduced  a  bill  4 
years  ago,  the  provisions  of  which  are 
embodied  in  the  present  Legislative  Re¬ 
organization  Act  but  which  unfortu¬ 
nately,  is  not  clear  enough  and  does  not 
not  go  far  enough,  for  the  abuses  still 
continue.  This  committee  will  recom¬ 
mend  “teeth”  that  can  properly  be 
enacted  into  law  thereby  eliminating 
these  abuses. 

I  am  indeed  gratified  and  it  gives  me 
sincere  pleasure  to  support  the  resolu¬ 
tion  that  has  been  introduced  by  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Buchanan],  a  man  of  great 
ability  and  a  person  with  an  exception¬ 
ally  fair  mind.  If  appointed  chairman 
of  this  committee  to  investigate  lobby 
activities,  as  I  believe  he  will,  I  am  cer,: 
yn  that  he  will  make  a  thorough  aj 
honest  investigation  without  any  4$ 
jed  smearing  of  anyone,  for  M am 


it  that  such  an  investigator!  will 


opportunity  and  basis 
rther  on  corrective  . 


tor  pro- 
islation 


jus 
confi 
give  US' 
ceeding 

designed  1%eliminate  permanphtly  these 
infamous  lobbying  practices^  I  intended 
to  mention  tig  names  of  s'ome  of  these 
lobbyists  but  twill  forjgo  mentioning 
their  names  bedS|$se  I /eel  that  after  the 
committee  has  been^Pbointed  and  makes 
its  investigation,  lijjijt  will  be  shed  on 
&i§s  in  this  regard, 
attention  during  the 


d  was  given 
end  his  re¬ 


leaker,  I 
to  from 


some  of  those 
which  came  to 
last  few  years,, 

(Mr.  SABATH  asked 
permission  Jgf  revise  and 
marks.)  Jr 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr. 
yield  Mminute  to  the  gentle: 

Michigan  [Mr.  Michener], 

FMICHENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  ttake 
‘  minute  to  inquire  of  the  majesty 
der  what  the  program  will  be  for  t 
st  of  the  week  and  for  next  week,  in1 
Insofar  as  he  is  able  to  state  it. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  unable  to 
state  now  the  program  for  next  week,  but 
shall  do  so  tomorrow. 

The  pending  concurrent  resolution  is 
the  last  business  for  today. 

Tomorrow  there  will  be  the  joint  ses¬ 
sion  at  which  the  President  of  Brazil  will 
be  the  guest  of  the  Congress.  Following 
that  will  come  the  consideration  of  the 
Army  pay-increase  bill.  If  that  bill  is 
disposed  of  tomorrow,  which  I  hope  it  will 
he,  I  expect  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  House  adjourn  over  until  Mon¬ 
day. 

Mr.  MICHENER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  10  minutes,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  revise  and  extend  my 
remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  has  told 


you,  House  Concurrent  Resolution  62,  ■ 
troduced  by  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Buchanan],  provides  for 
the  creation  of  a  Joint  Committee  on 
Lobbying  Activities,  to  consul  of  14 
Members,  7  from  the  House  and  7  from 
the  Senate.  It  is  my  underspending  that 
there  will  be  4  Members  fifom  the  ma¬ 
jority  party  and  3  frerc  the  minority 
party  named  from  eagfi  branch  of  the 
Congress. 

The  duties  of  th# committee  are  set 
forth  under  three  Particular  paragraphs 
or  provisions  of  She  resolution. 

First,  it  shaflme  the  duty  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  map  a  full  and  complete  in¬ 
vestigation  gx  all  lobbying  activities,  in¬ 
tended  to  influence,  encourage,  promote, 
or  retar  ^legislation. 

Secogfi,  and  this  particular  provision, 
I  mi^|ft  add,  was  written  into  the  reso¬ 
lution  by  action  of  the  Committee  on 
Ri$es,  which  had  original  jurisdiction 
;r  this  resolution,  to  make  a  full  and 
fomplete  investigation  of  all  activities  of 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  in¬ 
tended  to  influence,  encourage,  promote, 
or  retard  legislation. 

Third,  the  final  duty  and  responsibility 
of  this  committee,  if  it  is  created,  is  to  r ex¬ 
port  from  time  to  time  to  the  Senate  and 
to  the  House  the  results  of  its  studies  and 
investigations,  together  with  such 
recommendations  as  it  deems  advisable. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  recall  that  in  the 
Seventy-ninth  Congress  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois,  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Rules  [Mr.  Sabath],  introduced 
a  resolution  to  investigate  lobbying  ac¬ 
tivities  at  that  time.  I  supported  that 
measure,  but  for  some  reason  or  other  it 
w as  never  acted  upon  by  the  Committee 
on  Rules,  and  consequently  no  investi¬ 
gation  was  ever  conducted. 

I  do  not  believe  any  fair-minded  per¬ 
son  in  the  Congress  or  out  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  can  object  to  the  proper  kind  of  in¬ 
vestigation  of  lobbying  activities.  We 
realize  fully  that  in  the  minds  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  there  is  often  some  thing  rather  repre¬ 
hensible  connected  with  the  words  “lob¬ 
by,”  or  “lobbyist,”  or  “lobbying.”  Yet, 
%  there  are  many  good  lobbyists.  Under 
'  the  rather  complex  economic  system  and 
governmental  structure  which  we  have 
crated,  perhaps  it  has  become  a  neces- 
sity%jpr  different  groups  and  organiza¬ 
tions  have  some  representative  spend  a 
great  deal  of  time  keeping  tab  on  the  ac¬ 
tivities  oi^the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government  Since  we  passed  the  new 
lobby  act,  tbtee  has  been  many  questions 
raised  as  to  juSj,  who,  just  what  individu¬ 
als  and  what  organizations,  are  covered 
by  that  law,  and  w$io  must  register  as  lob¬ 
byists  under  the  ac£k  There  are  many  in¬ 
dividuals  in  and  out%f  Washington  who, 
of  necessity,  for  their%vn  protection,  or 
for  that  of  the  busine^or  industry  in 
which  they  are  engagecfivmust  keep  in 
rather  close  contact  with^toe  Congress 
and  know  exactly  what  is  g&tog  on  in  a 
legislative  way  at  the  Capitol,  \oday  any 
action  taken  by  the  Congress  mky  vitally 
affect  some  business,  or  industry  6^  indi¬ 
vidual  as  well  as  business  or  indiltidual 
Investments  and  incomes,  and  all  on/he 
varied  activities  of  the  business  and 
dustrial  world.  I  want  to  express  tf 
hope  that  this  committee,  if  authorized,^ 
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the  generation  to  which  I  belong,  and  reflect 
oirakhe  problems  which  have  been  ours,  and 
the  irises  we  have  met  successfully,  the 
preseflt  uncertain  future  of  all  peoples,  all 
things,  ’tyjy  heart  is  heavy.  But  when  I  fix 
my  attention  on  a  group  of  boys,  the  new 
generatiorf&my  heart  leaps  with  faith  and 
hope." 

I  should  lil£$.  to  say  here  and  now — thank 
God  for  the  uk?usands  upon  thousands  of 
self-sacrificing  lebal  Americans  who  have  all 
these  years  devote^,  a  good  portion  of  their 
lives  to  the  mentalSjporal,  and  physical  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  youth  of  d&r  country.  Bui  for  the 
untiring  efforts  of  ourmqhools,  our  churches, 
and  our  youth-servingSk>rganizations,  this 
democracy  of  ours  migh^tndeed  have  been 
threatened  by  a  bankruptcy^  sound  citizen¬ 
ship  with  Its  rightful  place^f  Influence  In 
things  to  come.  In  particular,':!  should  like 
here  to  pay  tribute  to  the  men-'ar.d  women 
who  devote  their  lives  to  the  trapping  and 
guidance  of  boys.  I  wish  to  expregi&.^ny  ap¬ 
preciation  to  the  more  than  30,000  St  them 
who  give  their  time  and  thought  to  the'feian- 
agement  of  boys’  clubs  and  to  promote  £heir 
Interest  in  boards  of  directors,  women’s  aux¬ 
iliaries,  alumni  associations,  and  other  orS 
ganizations  pertaining  thereto. 

In  singling  out  the  Boys’  Clubs  of  America, 
I  should  like  to  be  sure  that  you  understand 
I  am  not  merely  adjusting  my  personal  opin¬ 
ion  to  the  exigencies  of  the  occasion.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  have  more  than  a  passing 
fancy  to  substantiate  my  opinion.  I,  as  a 
member  of  the  national  board  of  Boys’  Clubs 
of  America,  am  proud  to  be  among  this  army 
of  laymen  who  believe  in  the  soundness  of 
boys’  clubs. 

As  you  are  probably  aware,  it  has  been  my 
good  fortune  to  travel  into  every  State  in  the 
Union  and  to  have  met  thousands  of  men 
and  women  in  every  walk  of  life — a  true 
cross  section  of  the  population  of  this  coun¬ 
try.  I  have  enjoyed  the  opportunity  to  ob¬ 
serve  at  first  hand  the  fruitful  effects  of  the 
untiring  efforts  of  our  schools,  our  churches, 
and  our  social  agencies  and  institutions. 
Furthermore,  I  have  come  to  learn  from  per¬ 
sonal  experience  that  if  there  is  one  thing 
upon  which  we  can  base  our  confidence  and 
hopes  of  a  better  day  to  come,  it  is  the  youth 
of  our  Nation. 

I  ask  you  to  bear  with  me  while  I  read  a 
poem  that  I  have  carried  in  my  pocket  for 
years.  It  is  The  Boy,  by  Edgar  A.  Guest: 

"A  possible  man  of  affairs, 

A  possible  leader  of  men, 

Back  of  the  grin  that  he  wears 
There  may  be  the  courage  of  ten; 

Lawyer  or  merchant  or  priest, 

Artist  or  singer  of  Joy, 

This,  when  his  strength  is  increased, 

Is  what  may  become  of  the  boy. 

"Heedless  and  mischievous  now, 

Spending  his  boyhood  in  play.^ 

Yet  glory  may  rest  on  his  brow,^.  “ 

And  fame  may  exalt  him  soup  day; 

A  skill  that  the  world  shall  admire. 

Strength  that  the  worhp  shall  employ, 
And  faith  that  shall  b uri^Cs  &  fire 
Are  what  may  be  founjef  in  the  boy. 
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"He  with  the  freckles  gild  tan, 

He  with  that  fun-loving  grin, 
May  rise  to  great  jPSghts  as  a  man 
And  many  a  battle  may  win; 
Back  of  the  slajig'  of  the  streets 
And  back  outlie  love  of  a  toy, 

It  may  be  a^Great  Spirit  beats — 
Lincoln JSSce  played  as  a  boy. 

"Trace  th4rh  all  back  to  their  youth, 
All  tjfp  great  heroes  we  sing, 
Seeking  and  serving  the  Truth, 
President,  poet,  and  king, 
lington,  Caesar,  and  Paul, 
Homer,  who  sang  about  Troy, 
Je'us  the  greatest  of  all. 

Each  in  his  time  was  a  boy." 


Think  of  the  unexhausted  energy  of  youth. 
What  boundless  vitality,  enthusiasm,  devo¬ 
tion,  and  greatness  are  wrapped  up  in  youth. 
Consider  the  average  American  boy — think 
of  his  unspoiled  powers,  the  agility  of  his 
muscles,  the  quickness  of  his  eye,  his  ear 
undulled,  his  curiosity  keen,  his  memory 
sharp,  his  unspoiled  emotions  ready  to  ad¬ 
mire,  and  his  will  power  to  be  directed. 

But  think,  too,  how  easily  he  is  affected  by 
the  influences  that  we  offer  him.  Bad  in¬ 
fluences  all  too  often.  Statistics  tell  us  that 
the  average  age  of  men  who  are  inmates  in 
prisons  and  reformatories  is  26,  or  even 
younger,  and  even  more  serious  is  the  fact 
that  five-sixths  of  these  young  men  had  had 
the  seeds  of  weakness,  that  later  caused  their 
downfall,  cast  across  their  character  in  the 
period  of  their  boyhood  or  early  youth.  This 
has  tremendous  significance  to  you  and  to 
me,  and  to  all  who  are  interested  in  the  fu¬ 
ture  welfare  of  our  country. 

But  thank  God  boys  are  even  more  easily 
affected  by  good  influences  than  bad.  The 
result  of  my  many  conversations  with  young 
people  in  the  course  of  my  lifetime  and  ex¬ 
perience  justifies  me  in  going  on  record  to 
say  that  boys  are  far  more  responsive  to  high 
jL  and  noble  ideals  than  to  those  forces  which 
i^are  demoralizing,  provided,  of  course,  that^ 
'those  ideals  are  presented  in  a  way  that  tljj 
boys  can  understand  and  that  appeals^ 
theh^  as  worth  while. 

Sh&yld  you  have  any  doubt  of  tluff  fact 
that  tt|e  chief  asset  of  this  Natiojpns  its 
youngst%£s,  reflect  for  a  momentpon  the 
things  tfi%_  you  feel  makes  a  nigfpbn  great. 
Mere  extente.pf  territory  does  ngjfconstitute 
greatness.  H^sia  has  more  square  miles  of 
territory  thai%any  other  nation  on  earth. 
Nor  does  the  v%me  of  population  indicate 
greatness.  Chii«khas  the  numbers — some 
400,000,000 — but  tn%t  is  jtSt  what  constitutes 
the  greatness  of  thfl|jSliinese  people.  Nor 
does  the  volume  of  public  or  private  wealth 
or  of  natural  resourj^s  constitute  true  great¬ 
ness.  Am  I  not  right  whist  I  say  that  neither 
education  nor  ^lmical  mining  by  them¬ 
selves  made  a  Nation  greatfe  Germany  was 
one  of  the  hgst  trained  natistes  of  modern 
times,  but  the  experience  of  Gerrijany  is  illus¬ 
trative  only  of  the  fact  that  education  and 
trainingf^an  teach  to  build  armanymts  and 
be  skillful  in  their  use,  but  that  is  n%  great¬ 
ness.^ 

the  real  greatness  of  a  nation  is  fo  its 
pessple.  It  is  their  ideals,  their  chararagr, 
leir  spirit,  that  makes  it  great.  And  the 
Ire  determined  largely  by  the  influence  that 
we  bring  to  bear  on  the  boys  and  girls,  the 
youth  of  our  country.  What  America,  this 
land  we  so  much  love,  will  be  30,  40,  or  ICO 
years  from  now  depends  implicitly  upon  what 
is  happening  to  those  boys  w’ho  are  shooting 
marbles  in  the  streets  and  lanes  of  our  cities 
and  villages  right  now.  Consequently,  if  we 
are  to  prepare  this  country  adequately  to 
meet  the  tests  of  the  trying  years  ahead,  we 
must  strive  toward  the  adequate  preparation 
of  our  citizens  who  will  be  at  the  helm. 

The  responsibility  for  this  great  task  can¬ 
not  be  placed  entirely  within  the  walls  of 
our  schoolrooms.  The  field  of  education  has 
made  tremendous  strides  in  behalf  of  our 
children.  I  believe  their  efforts  and  accom¬ 
plishments  have  earned  our  fullest  admira¬ 
tion  and  respect.  But,  actually,  mere  school¬ 
ing  is  not  education.  Whereas  a  boy  is  in¬ 
fluenced  by  his  school  for  a  few  hours  daily, 
during  a  few  years  of  his  life,  every  other 
experience  that  he  encounters  is  also  edu¬ 
cational  in  nature.  Often  the  most  vital 
part  of  his  education,  for  better  or  for  worse, 
is  received  outside  of  the  school. 

And  the  value  of  a  good  home  is  impossible 
to  estimate,  A  boy’s  greatest  educational 
experiences,  affecting  his  entire  life,  are 
found  within  the  heme.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
rpost  young  men  who  get  into  trouble  with 


the  authorities  are  products'  of  an  inadeq  ua$ 
home  environment? 

And  is  it  not  true  that  the  church  j*s  a 
major  factor  in  a  boy’s  educationJr  Too 
often,  unfortunately,  this  factor  is  munmized 
or  not  brought  into  play  at  all.  Jrhey  tell 
me  that  an  alarming  number  M  boys  of 
America  do  not  have  any  churjn  affiliation. 
To  any  serious-thinking  penafti,  that  is  a 
frightful  indictment  of  the  parents  of  those 
boys.  Every  youngster  n^ns  to  be  taught 
that  if  he  is  to  be  rewarded  in  the  world  to 
come,  he  must  do  two/things  in  his  life; 
first,  he  must  honor  tide  divine  command  to 
"love  the  Lord,  thjawod,  with  thy  whole 
heart,  thy  whole  sojm,  and  thy  whole  mind.” 
And  then,  he  mjBt  do  something  else;  he 
must  “love  thy  ^neighbor  as  thy  self.” 

This  thougiqrbrings  me  to  a  specific  reason 
for  my  belie&Sn  the  work  of  the  Boys’  Clubs 
of  America*  Somewhere,  outside  of  the 
home,  thaifchool  and  the  church,  there  must 
exist  a  jjftoving  ground,  a  workshop,  as  it 
were,  sphere  a  boy  may  exercise  and  develop 
the  Jseals  which  have  been  expounded  to 
hirdf  I  can  think  of  no  better  way  for  the 
bj|ys  of  our  Nation  to  occupy  their  free-time 
5urs  than  participation  in  the  safe  and 
Constructive  program  of  a  boys’  club. 

Here  he  is  given  full  opportunity  under 
the  guidance  and  protection  of  competent, 
qualified  leadership  to  learn  self-reliance,  to 
aim  for  leadership  in  competition  in  the 
spirit  of  fair  play,  and  to  develop  bodies, 
hand  and  brain  skills  in  preparation  for  the 
future.  Here  he  finds  an  opportunity  to 
prove  his  skill,  to  satisfy  his  hunger  for 
adventure,  to  give  and  take  in  full  considera¬ 
tion  of  others,  and  to  stand  on  his  own  feet. 
And,  what’s  more — he  likes  it. 

I  am  convinced  that  if  we  are  to  interest 
boys  in  worth-while  activities  we  must  offer 
something  that  they  will  enjoy  doing,  and, 
further,  something  they  think  is  worth  doing. 
To  my  way  of  thinking,  boys’  clubs  are 
satisfying  this  prerequisite. 

Multiply  these  invaluable  influences  by  322 
clubs  and  a  total  boy  membership  in  excess 
of  300,000,  and  you  have  an  infiltration  each 
year  into  the  citizenry  of  the  Nation,  of 
thousands  of  graduates  of  boys’  clubs,  who 
will  not  only  have  a  direct  effect  for  good 
in  their  community,  but  will  work  like  a 
leaven  in  influencing  thousands  of  others  the 
world  over,  with  whom  these  boys’  club 
alumni  come  into  contact.  This  admirable 
picture  is  in  itself  a  monument  to  you  who 
are  giving  years  of  devotion  to  the  manage¬ 
ment  and  promotion  of  boys’  clubs. 

I  wish  to  compliment  all  the  men  and 
’Women  in  America  who  voluntarily  contrib¬ 
ute  toward  the  benefit  of  the  people.  This 
concern  of  the  individuals  for  the  welfare 
of  IWir  neighbors  has  been  traditional  in 
Amerlte.  It  is  Just  as  much  a  part  of  the 
Americ^i  way  of  life  as  our  desire  to  improve 
our  owifteonditions.  It  would  be  a  tragic 
day  for  America  if  all  responsibility  for  the 
welfare  of  tne  people  were  to  be  thrown  on 
the  Government.  It  would  be  equally  tragic 
for  us  as  individuals  if  we  could  discharge 
our  responsibllitjivto  our  neighbors  by  filling 
out  an  income-tan  blank. 

I  know  full  well  tirW  in  our  struggle  upward 
as  individuals  and  aJS»a  Nation,  there  have 
been  those  who  needectethe  helping  hand  of 
their  neighbors.  We  hat®  made  a  great  ad¬ 
vance  in  our  concern  and  efforts  for  the 
unemployed,  the  aged,  the  £k;k,  and  the  dis¬ 
abled  veterans,  and  all  who,  i^cause  of  mis¬ 
fortune  or  for  any  reason,  cariSjpt  make  the 
grade  in  the  upward  struggle. 

These  people  are  the  great  concern  of  all 
of  us  and  the  most  of  us  will  appro'Vp  sound 
measures  for  meeting  their  needs.  I  Wiieve, 
however,  that  we  should  and  can  besr'ffneet 
their  needs  without  destroying  the  initiative 
and  self-reliance  of  the  individual.  lima 
state  where  there  is  complete  so-called  sfl 
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cuiity,  it  is  security  on  a  very  low  level  anj 
tha  opportunity  of  the  individual  to  rise  ar 
create  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  people  is  nit 
onlj  limited,  but  the  lack  of  incentives/ls 
deaclfening  to  individual  initiative  and  $n- 
terpftse. 

On!  of  the  principal  reasons  for  the  titos-  ... 
peritysand  standard  of  living  in  America  is  | 
this — that  from  the  time  of  our  Pilgrim  ;■ 
Fa  the  A  it  has  been  a  land  of  opportunity,  a 
Every  Hprent,  as  he  looks  at  his  child  jfn  the* 
cradle,  ® as  at  least  the  hope  that  th^  child  $ 
will  be  Setter  off  than  he  has  been  aid  may 
have  the.yimerican  dream  that  their  spns  will  Jjj 
become-  Important  figures  in  the  business,  8 
professional,  and  political  world.  £ 

With  ijffls  thought  in  mind  we  mStst  never 
permit  ounputlook  on  life,  our  American  sky¬ 
line,  if  y<ja  please,  ever  to  becom^r  obscured 
bv  the  clbwi  of  social  and  economic  prob¬ 
lems.  We.jnust  never  allow  tag  fabulous 
wealth  of  t&is  Nation  to  depriw  us  of  the 
simple  virtuis  that  have  madejrthis  Nation 
the  hope  ofj|dl  mankind.  W#must  never  ’ 
sals  of  this  Republic  to  sink 
re  every  AmeM 
less  of  race,  < 

|ualy  into  th 
Smd  see  a  fut! 


@n  father  and  5 
pi  or,  or  creed, 
bradle  of  their  ] 
re  President  of  : 


permit  the  S 
to  a  point  w: 
mother,  regai 
cannot  look  p; 
new-born  bab: 
the  United  St: 

I  am  speaking  now  of  hSman  realities — 
human  realities^hat  we  cah  hand  down  to 
our  children,  ifjfce  will  brjft  keep  the  faith 
of  our  fathers  ariScherish  tore  bonds  of  unity 
that  are  so  neceSfeary,  so’’  essential  for  our 
Giv4?  America  a  united  ; 
o  po^er  on  earth,  within  ]  ■ 
ken  or  destroy  our* 


continued  progre: 
front,  and  there  i: 
or  without,  that 
democracy. 

This  hope  and  dre 
life  stories  of  thousi 
who  from  limited  h 
tant  places  in  our 
and  political  life 
had  the  incentives 
have  brought  abou^'t 
living  in  the  entir 

America  is  still  £|Han1 
I  believe  that  the  <$ppor 
are  greater  now  t||an  e 
tory,  but  it  is  mwonte:n 
opportunity  a  rjpponsib: 
squarely  up  to  j|s  to  do 


firmly  based  on  the 
of  men  and  womens 
nings  rose  to  impor- 
onomic,  professional, 
ause  men  in  America 
ork  and  strive,  they) 
highest  standard  of 
d. 

of  opportunity,  and } 
(nities  for  our  youth  ) 
before  in  our  his- 
pn  that  with  every 
"jty  emerges.  It  is 
most  important 
th  and  for  our 


thing  we  can  lor  our 

country,  and  tjji'at  is  to  teifch  boys  and  girls 
that  they  can  Jfiave  more  than  mere  security 
if  they  will  leja-n  and  strive  On  large  scale, 
the  Boys’  Clqps  of  America  are  meeting  that 


why  I  am  so  | 
pf  boys’  clubs.  I 
^classes  where! 
Srs  been  espe- 
§e  family  andl 
lited.  Many  3 
po,  must  be  i 
si‘  advance-.! 


responsibilit; 

Herein  li®  another  reaso: 
anxious  to  Jupport  the  work1 
While  themserve  boys  of  al 
there  is  njg|d,  they  have  alw 
cially  con#rned  with  boys  wh 
neighborigipod  resources  are  li: 
boys  wh«e  formal  education, 
limited  Jpid  their  opportunity 
ment  ingthe  boys’  club. 

Boys’ffilubs  are  geared  to  meet  nfeds  unmet 
by  othar  organizations.  While  thaw  are  com- 
pleteljwnonsectarian,  they  are  nit  godless. 
As  a  platter  of  fact,  they  are  fountaSh  springs 
of  toafrance — enemies  of  bigotry.  fflThey  are 
§sed  of  no  magic  formula,  buffi  on  the 
contrary,  are  simple  and  direct  in  pattern. 
The»  are  the  best  means  I  know  for  *  sound 
jlstment  of  our  interest,  effor®,  and 
ley  toward  insurance  of  the  futui«  well- 
ig  of  our  country. 

the  only  fault  that  I  can  find  withlhoys’ 
zbs  is  the  fact  that  there  are  not  yet  enough 
them.  We  can  and  must  make  the  Suits 
1  this  tried  and  true  movement  available  to 
every  boy  in  every  sizable  communit; 
Snow  of  no  other  way  in  which,  as  i: 
riduals,  we  can  proffer  our  boys  and  girls 
incentives  to  work  upward  in  the  American 
tradition  and  the  opportunities  for  their  sek 
development. 
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The  Hoover  Commission 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

or 

HON.  THOMAS  J.  LANE 

OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  18,  1949 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  under  leave 
to  extend  my  remarks,  I  wish  to  include 
the  following  letter  that  I  have  received 
from  Mr.  Henry  P.  Kendall,  president 
and  treasurer  of  the  Kendall  Co.,  Boston 
10,  Mass.,  bringing  to  my  attention  an 
article  regarding  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion: 

The  Kendall  Co., 
Boston,  Mass.,  May  16,  1949. 
Hon.  Thomas  J.  Lane, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Lane:  You,  I  am  sure,  must  have 
given  some  thought  and  study  to  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  for  a  reorganization  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  on  the 
basis  of  the  Hoover  Report.  I  have  tried  to 
familiarize  myself  with  the  principles  in¬ 
volved,  and  with  many  others,  I  share  a 
deep  concern  that  this  masterly,  objective 
study  has  not  been  implemented.  The  en¬ 
closed  clipping  expresses  better  than  I  can 
the  importance  of  action. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  a  bill  instruct¬ 
ing  the  President  to  carry  out  the  Hoover 
report  completely,  and  as  expeditiously  as 
possible,  should  be  drawn.  If  the  report  is 
torn  to  pieces  by  bureaucrats  without  having 
been  given  a  trial,  it  is  likely  to  be  emascu¬ 
lated.-  No  superficial  reading  of  this  ex¬ 
haustive  report  without  the  background  of 
time  put  into  it  by  the  various  task  groups 
is  likely  to  be  anything  but  harmful. 

If  the  report  is  passed  as  a  whole,  any 
weaknesses  will  show  up,  and  improvements 
or  beneficial  modifications  growing  out  of 
the  experience  of  operation  can  be  under¬ 
taken,  which  will  be  a  far  wiser  and  safer 
course  to  follow. 

New  England,  as  well  as  the  rest  of  the 
country,  has  much  to  gain  from  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  report.  I  am  therefore  sending 
this  letter  and  clipping  to  all  New  England 
Congressmen  and  Senators  and  also  to  such 
other  Congressmen  and  Senators  with  whom 
I  am  personally  acquainted. 

Men  like  myself,  I  can  assure  you,  who 
have  developed  sound  and  efficient  organiza¬ 
tions  and  comprehensive  budgetary  controls, 
feel  deeply  concerned  by  the  lack  of  progress 
toward  implementing  this  report. 

Cordially  and  sincerely  yours, 

Henry  P.  Kendall. 

The  Great  Game  of  Politics 
(By  Frank  R.  Kent) 
dangerous  inertia 

Washington. — The  sluggish  indifference  in 
Congress  to  the  Hoover  Commission’s  rec¬ 
ommendation  for  reorganization  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  grotesquely  swollen  and 
incredibly  bungling,  wasteful,  and  inefficient, 
is  a  direct  reflection  of  the  inertia  and  un¬ 
intelligence  of  the  American  people.  There 
is  no  other  way  to  explain  it.  The  present 
situation  is  as  complete  an  indictment  of  our 
unfitness  to  govern  ourselves  as  has  been 
made. 

These  may  seem  harsh  words  but  they  are 
Justified  by  the  facts.  If  this  Nation  were 
free  of  debt;  if  its  citizens  were  lightly  taxed; 
if  there  were  a  dependable  surplus  in  the 
Treasury;  if  there  were  no  war  clouds  in  the 


foreign  sky;  if  peace  were  assured,  our  de¬ 
fense  armament  reduced  to  the  minimum 
and  the  rest  of  the  world  on  its  economic 
feet  (an  ideal  condition  which,  of  course, 
will  never  occur  but  may  be  assumed  for  the 
sake  of  argument) ,  even  then  it  would  be  in¬ 
excusably  stupid  not  to  enact  the  Hoover 
recommendation,  which  not  only  would  save 
$3,000,000,000  a  year  but,  through  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  duplication,  waste,  and  absurdities, 
restore  reason  and  efficiency  to  a  machine 
close  to  bogging  down  of  its  own  weight. 

Even  under  the  ideal  conditions  above  de¬ 
scribed  there  could  be  no  defense  for  inac¬ 
tion,  no  argument  against  adoption,  no  sense 
in  refusal.  But,  under  conditions  as  they 
really  are,  not  to  act  swiftly  and  favorably 
is  more  than  stupid — it  is  wicked.  It  comes 
close  to  national  insanity.  It  would  be  the 
most  shocking  demonstration  of  popular  in¬ 
capacity  in  all  history.  It  would  exhibit  this 
Nation  as  having,  first,  gone  on  record  as 
realizing  the  necessity  of  regaining  control 
of  its  governmental  machinery;  second,  as 
having  its  request  to  be  shown  the  way  fully 
complied  with;  third,  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  danger,  as  having  turned  its  back,  shut  its 
eyes  and  done  nothing. 

These  statements  are  by  no  means  too 
strong.  The  truth  is  they  cannot  be  made 
too  strong.  For  here  are  the  facts — far,  in¬ 
deed,  from  those  ideal  conditions,  financially, 
the  Nation  is  in  an  appalling  state.  Instead 
of  being  free  of  debt,  the  debt — now  more 
than  two  hundred  and  sixty  billions — is  far 
greater  than  anyone  dreamed  could  be  sus¬ 
tained.  The  annual  interest  alone  is  twice 
as  much  as  the  total  cost  of  government 
20  years  ago.  Instead  of  being  lightly  taxed, 
the  tax  -burden  is  unprecedently  heavy.  It 
bears  grieviously  upon  rich  and  poor  alike. 
It  has  reached  the  point  where  to  gain  acutely 
needed  revenue,  economists  generally  fear 
the  result  of  adding  to  it.  Instead  of  a  de¬ 
pendable  surplus  for  nearly  18  years,  we  have 
consistently  run  increasingly  large  deficits. 
Under  such  conditions  any  business,  big  or 
little,  would  be  marked  “insolvent,”  branded 
as  bankrupt.  In  other  words,  our  Federal 
fiscal  structure  is  strained  to  the  limit. 

Instead  of  permanent  peace,  for  2  years 
we  have  been  engaged  in  a  frightening  cold 
war  with  Russia  and  no  man  can  be  sure  it 
will  not  become  a  shooting  war.  Instead  of 
reduced  armaments  at  vast  cost,  we  are 
forced  to  build  up  a  gigantic  defense  ma¬ 
chine.  And  billions  are  being  poured  into 
the  friendly  countries  of  western  Europe  to 
promote  their  economic  stability  and 
strengthen  our  position.  Finally,  we  have 
just  concluded  the  North  Atlantic  Pact,  un¬ 
der  which  in  the  next  12  months  we  will 
furnish  to  the  other  signers  $1,500,000,000 
worth  of  military  supplies.  This  one  and 
one-half  billion  is  not  provided  for  in  the 
President’s  budget  and  must  be  added  to 
the  five  and  one-half  billions  necessary  for 
the  Marshall  plan  in  the  coming  year.  On 
top  of  all  this,  before  the  session  has  ended 
Congress  will  have  appropriated  several  other 
nonbudgeted  billions  for  a  variety  of  pur¬ 
poses.  The  drain  upon  the  Treasury  will 
be  terrific.  We  have  got  to  get  more  revenue 
or  go  under.  Where  is  the  money  coming 
from?  Even  if  more  taxes  are  levied,  we  will 
still  be  far  short  of  our  needs.  In  face  of 
these  facts,  which  no  one  disputes,  one  would 
think  the  Hoover  proposal  to  eliminate  waste, 
increase  efficiency,  and  save  three  billions 
annually  would  seem  heaven-sent. 

Literally,  there  is  everything  to  commend 
it.  It  is  not  as  if  the  Hoover  Commission 
were  trying  to  sell  it.  The  idea  was  not 
originated  by  Mr.  Hoover  but  by  Congress 
itself.  It  was  Congress  which  unanimously 
passed  a  resolution  creating  the  commission 
and  asking  it  to  do  the  job.  The  commis¬ 
sion  has  done  the  job.  Neither  the  accu- 
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racy  of  the  report’s  figure  nor  the  soundness 
of  its  recommendations  are  questioned  by 
anyone.  Practically  every  newspaper  in  the 
United  States  has  approved.  There  isn’t 
so  much  as  a  trace  of  politics  anywhere. .  No 
one  connected  with  the  commission  has  any¬ 
thing  even  remotely  to  gain.  No  one  in  any 
party  disputes  the  vital  necessity  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  reorganization,  which  every  President 
since  Theodore  Roosevelt  has  urged.  In¬ 
formed  men  know  that  if  it  fails  this  time  it 
will  never  be  done.  This  is  the  last  chance. 

Opposition  comes  from  the  entrenched 
Federal  bureaucracy  and  the  labor  lobby. 
Powerful  as  these  are,  they  should  be  easy  to 
override  on  so  tremendously  essential  a  mat¬ 
ter  as  this.  Yet,  incredibly,  it  lags.  Al¬ 
ready  it  is  being  said  that  Congress  will  evade 
responsibility  itself  and  merely  authorize 
Mr.  Truman  to  reorganize  to  the  extent  he 
desires.  That,  of  course,  means  nothing  at 
all.  Most  Congressmen  shrink  from  doing 
anything  to  disturb  the  constituents  whom 
they  have  on  the  pay  roll.  Their  disposition 
is  to  run  away  from  the  drastic  steps  they  are 
now  asked  to  take  in  the  national  interests. 
If  some  way  is  not  found  to  save  this  report 
from  the  lingering  death  which  its  opponents 
predict,  this  country’s  future  is  not  pleasant 
to  contemplate.  Easily,  it  is  the  most  im¬ 
portant  matter  before  Congress.  Its  fate 
will  affect  every  project  upon  which  we  are 
engaged,  abroad  as  well  as  at  home.  It  is  a 
dreadful  thought  that  the  people  are  in¬ 
capable  of  being  aroused  on  so  vital  and 
simple  an  issue. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  HUGH  B.  MITCHELL 

OF  WASHINGTON 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  18,  1949 

Mr.  MITCHELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  some 
die-hard  opponents  of  CVA  and  their 
editorial  spokesmen  are  attempting  to 
depict  President  Truman  in  the  role  of 
foisting  CVA  on  the  Pacific  Northwest 
against  the  wishes  of  our  people.  Out¬ 
standing  citizens  of  my  State  have  an¬ 
swered  these  unfounded  attacks  and  mis¬ 
representations.  I  include  with  thes^ 
remarks  a  statement  made  jointly  by  J 
M.  Weston,  president  of  the  Washingpn 
State  Federation  of  Labor;  Hempr  P. 
Carstensen,  master  of  the  Washpfgton 
State  Grange;  Roy  W.  Atkinson^pgional 
director  of  the  Congress  of  Jfidustrial 
Organizations;  and  HarolcylF.  Gibson, 
president  of  Aero  Mechan^ff  Lodge,  No. 
751,  and  president  of  tbp  Washington 
Council  of  Machinists,  International  As¬ 
sociation  of  Machinis 

I  also  include  a  let 
News-Tribune,  writ 
John  T.  McCutclyon, 
sets-forth  the  b§ 
the  Pacific  Ng 
of  a  CVA. 

The  statement  and  letter  follow: 

Recent  jphvspaper  reports  quoting  anti- 
CVA  spogelsmen  as  saying  that  there  is  no 
supportjpfn  the  Pacific  Northwest  for  the 
ColunijSla  Valley  Administration  bill  is  an 
insuJr  to  the  many  Northwest  organizations 
whJHi  have  actively  favored  this  legislation 
fjjfyears. 

**The  organizations  we  represent  have  a 
combined  membership  of  a  half  million  per¬ 


sons  plus  their  families.  We  have  consist¬ 
ently  backed  CVA  and  have  helped  organize 
the  League  for  CVA  to  bring  forth  the  facts 
ft  the  general  public.  We  challenge  the  CVA 
Opponents  to  name  the  people  they  represent 
When  they  claim  to  speak  as  the  voice  of  the 
pacific  Northwest. 

|  We  believe  that  the  misguided  opponents 
Of  CVA  are  fighting  against  the  greatest  op¬ 
portunity  ever  presented  to  the  people  of  the 
pacific  Northwest.  We  remember  that  these 
ftme  groups  were  among  those  opposing  con¬ 
struction  of  Bonneville  and  Grand  Coulee 
Ijams,  which  have  proved  to  be  of  great  bene¬ 
fit  to  this  region. 

j  CVA  will  bring  greater  benefits  to  the 
Pacific  Northwest  by  hastening  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Columbia,  America’s  greatest 
fDurce  of  power.  It  will  be  done  in  a  com¬ 
pletely  democratic  manner,  and  the  people 
|f  the  Pacific  Northwest  will  have  more  to 
^ay  in  their  future  destiny  than  they  have 
ever  had  before.  By  democratically  working 
fogether  with  the  CVA,  we  will  be  able  to 
pork  out  the  particular  details  of  Northwest 
development  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  con¬ 
cerned. 

The  enthusiasm  of  our  members  convinces 
that  were  the  CVA  issue  put  to  the  test  $ 
if  vote,  the  people  of  the  Pacific  Northwestjf 
vtjuld  be  overwhelmingly  in  favor  of  this  le.# 
slation.  The  manner  in  which  the  people 
if  ottr  region  are  rallying  to  the  support  of 
3VA  further  convinces  us  that  the  * 

■forth  w'e$t  wants  a  CVA  and  will  haw 
\  E.  M.  “Ed”  Westo: 

President,  Washington  Stajfli  Feder 
atictn  of  Labor. 

Henry  P.  CarsFansen, 

Master,  the,  Washington $t ate  Grange 
Roy  W.  A^inson, 

Regional  Director,  Q&hgress  of  Indus¬ 
trial  Orgariizati&is. 

Haroub' j.  Gibson, 

President,  Aap’’  Mechanics  Lodge, 

No.  751,  an$ <  President,  Washing¬ 
ton  Coun0i  of  Machinists,  Inter- 
nationa0[ssociation  of  Machinists. 


hcific 

CVA. 


er  to  the  Tacoma 
by  State  Senator 
which  effectively 
?fits  that  will  accrue  to 
west  by  establishment 


Jy  kAY  5,  1949. 

To  the  Editor, 

Tacoyfd  News-Tribune,  \ 

Tacoma,  Wash.:  % 

The  opposition  to  the  CVA  bill  is '’ft tally 
illogySSSl.  It  seems  to  be  based  on  an  ihaagi- 
nan^urrender  of  some  vague  power  or  fr^ee- 
depn  to  the  Federal  Government  which  we  Site 
grow  supposed  to  possess  over  the  navigable^ 
Streams  of  the  State.  Even  in  politics,  logic* 
and  common  sense  have  some  place.  What 
power  do  we  now  or  did  we  ever  possess  over 
Coulee,  Bonneville,  McNary,  and  the  other 
great  dams  to  be  built  on  the  Columbia  River, 
or  over  the  great  reclamation  project  in  the 
Columbia  Basin?  None  whatever.  Their 
future  progress  and  development  are  com¬ 
pletely  at  the  whim  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  as  it  is.  The  only  difference  is  that 
under  the  present  system  the  policy  of  the 
Federal  Government  may  change  overnight 
if  the  private  power  interests  get  control  of 
a  new  Congress  and  inspire  it  with  their 
peculiar  ideology.  We  have  everything  to 
win  and  nothing  to  lose  by  the  establishment 
of  a  permanent  regional  authority  that  will 
fix  the  policy  as  one  of  development  and  not 
of  stagnation.  It  will  unify  the  conflicting 
claims  of  the  Reclamation  Service,  Bonne¬ 
ville,  and  the  Army  engineers,  and  coordi¬ 
nate  the  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

The  CVA  bill  now  before  Congress  does  not 
take  away  any  of  the  power  or  authority  of 
any  city,  town,  or  public  utility  district,  or 
arrest  their  expansion  in  any  way.  Anyone 
who  says  otherwise  is  not  telling  you  the 
truth.  These  local  agencies,  which  are  the 
backbone  of  local  control  in  the  distribution 
of  power,  will  be  tremendously  aided  by  a 
CVA,  not  hindered.  They  will  be  enabled  to 
buy  more  cheap  power  and  distribute  it.  In¬ 


dustry  will  thrive  and  floods  be 
under  control. 

The  city  of  Tacoma  cannot  help  bu 
fit,  the  mutuals  cannot  help  but  be 
the  districts  cannot  help  but  bene 
present  powers  to  expand  are  in 
ited.  A  CVA  means  unity  of  Fe 


and 
Their 
way  lim- 
al  effort;  it 


means  greater  appropriations;^;  means  con¬ 
tinuity  of  policy  and  more  rapad  development 
of  power,  which  will  pay  ofpthe  costs  of  the 
investment. 

No  one  who  believes  ijfthe  development  of 
the  Northwest  can  lojpcally  oppose  a  CVA. 
No  one  who  has  fouapt  the  battle  for  public 
power  over  the  yearif  will. 

Very  truly  yours, 

/ohk  T.  McCutcheon, 

State  Senator. 


Trade  and  Cold  War 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  HALE  BOGGS 

OF  LOUISIANA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday,  May  18,  1949 

Mr.  BOGGS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  under  leave  to  extend  my  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Record,  I  include  the  fol¬ 
lowing  editorial  from  the  New  Orleans 
Times  Picayune  of  May  16,  1949: 

TRADE  AND  COLD  WAR 

Theree  men  well  qualified  to  speak  on 
world  economics  had  their  say  this  past  week. 
Will  Clayton  warned  that  on  balance  the 
Russians  are  still  winning  the  cold  war  and 
will  continue  to  win  so  long  as  western 
Europe  clings  to  self-containment  trade  and 
economic  policies.  Paul  G.  Hoffman,  direc¬ 
tor  of  the  ECA,  told  an  Italian  audience  that 
although  the  Marshall  plan  had  halted  the 
Communist  offensive  for  the  moment,  the 
job  will  not  be  done  until  1952,  and  then 
only  if  European  recovery  is  accomplished. 
W.  Averell  Harriman,  special  ECA  repre¬ 
sentative  in  Europe,  tied  up  these  two 
statements  by  strongly  reaffirming  American 
support  for  world-wide  reduction  of  trade 
barriers  and  establishment  of  a  sound  multi¬ 
lateral  trading  system.  He  insisted  that  the 
time  has  come  for  Europeans  and  the  Western 
^world  generally  to  do  something  more  than 
■ilk  about  economic  integration. 

U1  of  this  suggests  that  after  1  year  of 
Marshall  plan  operation,  which  has  been 
maimw  concerned  with  priming  the  pump  of 
European  production,  the  time  has  come  to 
proceedftward  the  real  goal  of  the  program; 
The  econtgnic  reintegration  of  opposed  na¬ 
tionalistic '^economies  of  even  the  Atlantic 
pact  countril 

The  reciproc?$jl  trade  agreements  act,  which 
Congress  is  once^more  to  consider  soon  and 
free,  we  hope,  f%m  the  crippling  amend¬ 
ments  imposed  lasVyear  by  the  Republican 
majority  in  the  Senate,  is  one  step  in  freeing 
world  trade.  'United  Sfttes  foreign  economic 
policy  is  firmly  behincfi&he  Havana  charter 
of  the  international  tradeftrganization  which 
would  help  to  remove  barriers  and  establish 
unrestricted  facilities  for^monetary  ex¬ 
change. 

Mr.  Harriman  correctly  waTfoed  Europe 
that  it  is  far  better  for  nations  Id  take  the 
risk  now  in  giving  up  restrictive  de\ices  than 
to  wait  until  American  aid  no  longerft  avail¬ 
able.  Although  it  is  true  that  steps  Tftould 
be  taken  slowly  and  carefully  it  nevertheless 
is  also  true,  as  Mr.  Harriman  said,  "thatHf  a 
man  too  long  postpones  moving  from  fiis 
chair,  his  legs  may  atrophy  to  the  polrftj 
where  he  cannot  even  walk.’ 
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Reserve  Officers  and  the  National  Security 


^TENSION  OP  REMARKS 

OF 

H&N.  W.  STERLING  COLE 


IN  THE  HC 


OF  NEW  YORK 

3E  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday,  May  18,  1949 

Mr.  COLE  of  Ntev  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
one  of  the  outstanding  younger  officers 
of  the  United  Stateswr  Force,  Maj.  Gen. 
Thomas  D.  White,  reclbtly  addressed  the 
State  convention  of  theSieserve  Officers’ 
Association  of  New  YorE&State,  held  at 
Elmira,  N.  Y.,  and  it  is  mk  pleasure  to 
offer  his  remarks  made  at  tlmt  time : 

It  Is  a  great  pleasure  for  me  to%g  here  to¬ 
night.  Believe  It  or  not,  I  owe  tluknrivllege 
to  General  Baron  von  Hammersfein.  I 
haven’t  been  able  to  get  any  historicSB.  data 
on  him  but  the  amiable  baron  evldent?3&was 
an  astute  observer  of  human  nature.  H 
ing  on  my  office  wall  In  the  Pentagon  is^a 
quotation  from  the  baron.  It  seemed  so  ap\ 
that,  in  the  course  of  my  business  of  keeping 
Air  Force  contact  with  Members  of  Congress, 
I  had  some  photostats  made.  I  gave  one  of 
them  to  Representative  Sterling  Cole,  dis¬ 
tinguished  Congressman  from  this  district. 
I  thought  Congressman  Cole  would  partic¬ 
ularly  appreciate  it.  He  did. 

General  Baron  von  Hammerstein  said,  “I 
divide  my  officers  into  four  classes:  The 
clever,  the  stupid,  the  industrious,  and  the 
lazy.  Most  officers  possess  at  least  two  of 
these  qualities.  Those  who  are  clever  and 
industrious  are  fitted  for  high  staff  appoint¬ 
ments.  Use  can  be  made  of  those  who  are 
stupid  and  lazy.  The  man  who  is  clever  and 
lazy,  howlver,  is  destined  for  high  command 
for  he  has  the  temperament  and  nerve  to 
deal  with  all  situations.  But,  whoever  is 
stupid  and  industrious  is  a  danger  and  must 
be  removed  immediately.” 

Congressman  Cole  alleged  that  “use  could 
be  made”  of  me  and  suggested  to  your  com¬ 
mittee  that  I  appear  here  tonight. 

It  was  a  pleasure  to  accept  your  kind  in¬ 
vitation,  because  I  was  anxious  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  be  present  at  this  gathering 
and  meet  the  members  of  your  group.  My 
interest  was  aroused  immediately  when  I 
learned  that  this  association  included  Re¬ 
serve  officers  of  all  three  services.  Unifica¬ 
tion  is  one  of  the  most  important  issues  that 
the  Military  Establishment  must  resolve^ 
and  your  association  is  a  healthy  sign 
spontaneous  unification  that  is  highly 
couraging.  In  addition,  I  have  always  JRen 
interested  in  the  vital  role  of  Reserve  officers 
in  the  national  defense.  This  organ«ation, 
then,  composed  of  Reserve  officers  dp  all  our 
armed  forces  and  dedicated  to  the^Kipport  of 
a  suitable  military  policy  for  tMFNation,  is 
to  me  a  tremendously  importajp  group.  Its 
potentialities  for  constructhupbffort  in  the 
national  defense  prograrq^nre  practically 
without  limit. 

I  often  wonder  if  enojgh  Reserve  officers 
are  aware  of  their  vitaiflffunction  in  our  na¬ 
tional  life.  It  sometimes  seems  to  me  that 
many  of  these  memwre  not  fully  aware  of 
their  own  importable  and  strength,  but  re¬ 
gard  themselves, ^certainly  in  peacetime,  as 
filling  an  esseqjjaally  static  role.  It  is,  of 
course,  perfecfiiy  clear  that  that  could  not 
be  true  of  j^ou  gentlemen  gathered  here. 
Yoilr  actiop'fe  prove  otherwise.  You  have 
formed  thfe  organization.  You  have  given 
freely  oRyour  time  and  effort.  You  are  here 
now,  i^fact,  sitting  out  there  listening  to 
me  ta?K  while  both  trout  and  golf  are  newly 
in  saflson.  Now  I  find  that  highly  flattering, 
bu^I  also  regard  it  as  ample  evidence  of  a 
apfous  understanding  of  your  importance, 
as  Reserve  officers,  in  our  national  life. 


This  importance  can  hardly  be  exaggerated. 
It  is  far  from  true,  as  some  believe,  that  the 
reserves  are  active  only  in  wartime,  and  even 
then  do  no  more  than  those  other  citizens 
who  join  the  armed  forces.  Our  reserve 
forces  are  a  vital  element  of  our  military 
structure,  in  peace  as  in  war.  -  Our  military 
policy,  and  indeed  our  national  economy  as 
well,  are  predicated  on  the  repudiation  of  the 
totalitarian  doctrine  of  the  constant  mainte¬ 
nance  of  armed  forces  at  full  wartime 
strength.  Our  prosperity  and  many  of  our 
liberties  would  vanish  if  we  attempted  such  a 
thing.  Instead,  the  traditional  American 
doctrine  has  long  been  to  maintain  standing 
forces  adequate  to  provide  a  training  corps 
and  to  meet  the  initial  impact  of  hostilities 
with  the  capability  of  immediate  expansions 
to  wartime  strength.  This  matter  of  expan¬ 
sion  to  full  strength  is  the  key  to  the  success 
or  failure  of  the  entire  policy.  It  could  never 
be  done  without  the  existence  of  a  trained 
and  organized  body  of  reserves  ready  at  all 
times  to  assume  the  full  duties  and  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  professional  military  men.  I  have 
used  the  expressions  “at  all  times”  and  “full 
duties  and  responsibilities”  deliberately  and 
with  a  purpose.  Modern  war  strikes  swiftly. 
Our  ranks  must  be  filled  at  once  with  trained^, 
I  men.  Other  millions  of  men  must  be  adeg 
'Squately  and  promptly  brought  to  a  high  stj«i 
at  training.  In  both  cases  .the  professional 
competence  of  our  reserve  officers  is  a Jntal 
and  '^decisive  factor.  We  cannot  toljjate  a 
“gunsk.  or  butter”  economy.  We  jpftainly 
must  ifever  suffer  military  conquest.  Our 
ability  simultaneously  to  avoid  jpoth  these 
contingencies  depends  primarU^  upon  you 
men  here  tofiay,  and  upon  ycujjrnounterparts 
throughout  %e  country.  Jpfat  is  a  great 
responsibility.  %To  meet  it  jfould  seem  to  be 
enough  to  ask  olStony  maaf  There  are,  how¬ 
ever,  many  other  lkportgnt  functions  that  a 
reserve  officer  can  auq^does  perform  in  his 


dual  role  as  soldier 
standing  of  matter; 
is  that  of  a  milita 


civilian.  His  under- 
ro^idefense  significance 
mask  but  his  daily  life 
is  that  of  a  civ^an.  Ir|g,his  he  enjoys  a 
unique  advantage.  In  this&position  he  can 
be  of  the  gruffest  service  to>jais  fellow  citi¬ 
zens,  his  seyfrce,  and  his  coum|(y. 

The  Amjpcan  citizen  today  is*%tally  inter¬ 
ested  injHefense  matters.  He  naturally 
and  properly  concerned  about  the  ^purity  of 
his  cofintry.  He  is  concerned  about...  taxes. 
He  <dtt ainly  wants  the  maximum  for  ms  de¬ 
fers  dollar.  He  wants  unification  ofothe 
red  forces.  Above  all,  he  seeks  informs. - 
on  about  and  understanding  of  all  theSt 
Ihings.  Neither  are  always  easy  to  obtain. 

Now,  of  course,  there  are  no  clear-cut  an¬ 
swers  to  many  such  questions.  However, 
a  man  with  the  background  of  military 
training  and  experience  necessary  to  be  a 
reserve  officer,  is  at  least  in  a  position  to 
weigh  these  matters  intelligently.  He  can 
usually  tell  fact  from  rumor.  He  knows  his 
own  service  intimately  and  is  doubtless  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  needs  and  purposes  of  the 
others.  He  is  respected  by  his  friends  and 
neighbors  for  his  military  knowledge,  and  if 
he  keeps  himself  well-informed  profession¬ 
ally  he  can  be  of  immeasurable  assistance 
to  his  civilian  associates.  This  is  more  im¬ 
portant  than  it  might  appear.  Military  mat¬ 
ters  do  not  lie  outside  the  province  of  the 
private  citizen.  He  exerts  a  very  real  if 
indirect  influence  on  all  matters  of  national 
policy.  It  is  proper  and  essential  that  he 
should.  It’s  his'~Safety  and  his  money  that 
are  involved.  His  free  speech,  his  vote,  and 
his  influence  upon  his  elected  representa¬ 
tives  are  the  means  by  wh'ich  he  exercises 
the  prerogatives  of  a  free  citizen.  Experi¬ 
ence  has  shown  that  when  he  does  not  exer¬ 
cise  those  prerogatives  vigorously  and  wisely 
they  are  lost. 

Many  Americans  are  apathetic  toward  the 
powers  and  responsibilities  of  citizenship  and 
in  defense  matters  often  find  it  difficult  to 
know  what  to  believe  or  do.  The  reserve  offi¬ 


cer,  a  private  citizen  himself,  can  be  a 
powerful  influence  in  his  community  an 
influence  working  toward  the  acti^B  en¬ 
lightened,  and  vocal  concern  of  everjrcitizen 
with  defense  measures.  Such  cjjncern  is 
important  to  our  very  survival^  Foster  it 
upon  every  possible  occasion. 

Probably  the  most  important  issue  involv¬ 
ing  the  armed  forces  today^ls  that  of  uni¬ 
fication.  Certainly  this  isfwhat  the  public 
currently  hears  the  mog|rabout.  It  is  the 
score  upon  which  the#*  are  most  confused 
and  most  alarmed.  ^Everyone  knows  that 
effective  working  ujj$y  between  the  Army, 
Navy,  and  Air  Fagfe  is  essential  to  both 
military  effectiveness  and  economy.  Yet  peo¬ 
ple  hear  that  tM?  military  establishment  is 
rent  by  conflicting  doctrines  and  ambitions, 
that  vast  w|)ffte  and  petty  quarrels  hope¬ 
lessly  impa®  efficiency  and  economy.  Be¬ 
cause  of  is b  importance  and  because  of  the 
confusiggjr  and  misrepresentation  that  are  so 
commdp,  I  want  to  talk  a  little  about  this 
ir. athgF of  unification.' 

Fthe  first  place,  we  do  have  our  differ- 
efflBes  in  the  National  Military  Establishment. 

’  would  be  silly  to  deny  it.  I  think  it’s  a 
»ood  sign.  What  people  don’t  think  about, 
however,  is  that  these  very  differences  are 
evidence  of  the  degree  of  unification  that 
has  been  attained.  If  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force  each  went  its  own  separate  way 
their  doctrines  and  principles  could  be  wildly 
divergent.  That  was  largely  true  for  many 
years.  It  was  not  until  we  faced  up  to  the 
problem  of  establishing  uniform  and  realistic 
concepts  of  strategy  and  tactics  that  the  dif¬ 
ferences  that  do  exist  become  apparent. 
These  differences  are  inevitable,  but  they  are 
being  resolved.  They  are  being  resolved  by 
discussion  in  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  They 
are  being  resolved  by  experience,  by  the  ex¬ 
perience  of  the  recent  war  supplemented  by 
joint  exercises  and  maneuvers.  Out  of  all 
this  discussion,  out  of  joint  experience,  and 
out  of  an  ever-growing  familiarity  with  each 
others’  weapons,  methods,  and  capabilities, 
there  is  growing  at  all  levels  in  all  services,  a 
new,  integrated,  and  realistic  understanding 
of  the  very  art  of  war  itself.  This  under¬ 
standing,  and  the  new  and  vital  concepts 
that  are  taking  shape  in  the  light  of  it,  will 
form  the  basis  for  the  future  strategic  and 
tactical  doctrine  of  the  unified  United  States 
forces. 

This  new  doctrine  and  the  resulting  new 
methods  in  warfare  may  well  be  our  salvation 
in  any  future  war.  At  present,  however,  their 
birth  pangs  are  being  felt  in  consternation 
and  worry  over  the  alleged  interservice  feud¬ 
ing.  Feuds,  of  course,  make  good  copy,  just 
one  airline  crash  is  news  but  several  mil- 
lfsu  passenger-miles  flown  in  safety  are  not. 
On8;of  the  biggest  feuds  we  read  about  is  that 
over%5he  primary  function  of  the  services. 
Principally,  we  hear  of  the  Air  Force’s  right 
to  strategic  bombardment. 

The  Ai^Jorce,  of  course,  is  concerned  with 
its  strategic  bombing  role.  We  feel  it’s  im¬ 
portant,  an'4,we  feel  that  we  have  a  grave 
responsibility  ^  do  it  as  effectively  as  modern 
weapons  and  methods  permit.  We  realize, 
however,  that  v^fcn  the  Air  Force  drops  a 
bomb,  atomic  or  otherwise,  the  performance 
is  far  from  bein^Lsvholly  an  Air  Force 
show.  It  is  a  jointlfeperation,  as  is  any 
other  military  activity .^Dn  a  strategic  bomb¬ 
ing  mission  the  Air  Folfce  is  carrying  the 
ball.  In  a  carrier  strike  tfikNavy  carries  the 
ball.  In  a  land  campaign  thi|jArmy  has  taken 
the  pass  from  center.  But  At  every  one  of 
those  activities  every  member^cf  the  team 
has  a  vital  function  to  performfe  To  bring 
any  type  of  force  to  bear  on  the’knemy  in 
•  modern  war  requires  the  coordinatecneffort  of 
all  land,  air,  and  sea  forces  and  is  fAhighly 
intricate  team  function.  It  will  no  finger 
suffice  to  think  in  terms  of  Army,  NavyXnd 
Air  Force  roles.  It  is  no  longer  sufficient 
to  think  in  terms  of  cooperation.  Moderi\ 
war  planning  must  include  all  the  involved  ■ 
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Mr.  Dawson,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  2361] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  2361)  to 
provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

TITLE  I 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1 .  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reorganization  Act  oj  1949”. 

NEED  FOR  REORGANISATIONS 

Sec.  2.  ( a )  The  President  shall  examine  and  from  time  to  time  re¬ 
examine  the  organization  oj  all  agencies  oj  the  Government  and  shall  de¬ 
termine  what  changes  therein  are  necessary  to  accomplish  the  following 
purposes: 

(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  oj  the  laws,  the  more  ejfective 
management  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  and  oj  its 
agencies  and  junctions,  and  the  expeditious  administration  oj  the 
public  business; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy,  to  the  jullest 
extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  operation  o  f  the  Government ; 
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(8)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of  the  Government 
to  the  fullest  extent  practicable; 

C4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies  and  functions 
of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to  major  purposes; 

( 5 )  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  consolidating  those  having 
similar  f  unctions  under  a  single  head,  and  to  abolish  such  agencies 
or  functions  thereof  as  may  not  be  necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct 
of  the  Government;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of  effort. 

( b )  The  Congress  declares  thar  the  public  interest  demands  the  carrying 
out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  and  that  such  purposes 
may  be  accomplished  in  great  measure  by  proceeding  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  and  can  be  accomplished  more  speedily  thereby  than  by  the 
enactment  of  specific  legislation . 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  8.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation,  finds  that — 

(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction  and 
control  of  any  other  agency;  or 

{2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of  any  agency; 
or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof, 
with  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  other  agency  or  the  functions 
thereof;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part  of  any  agency 
or  the  functions  thereof  with  any  other  part  of  the  same  agency  or 
the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any  of  his  functions; 
or 

(i 6 )  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency  which 
agency  or  part  does  not  have,  or  upon  the  talcing  effect  of  the  re¬ 
organization  plan  will  not  have  any  functions , 
is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  section  2  (a),  he 
shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the  making  of  the  reorganizations 
as  to  which  he  has  made  findings  and  which  he  includes  in  the  plan,  and 
transmit  such  plan  ( bearing  an  identifying  number)  to  the  Congress, 
together  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each  reorganization 
included  in  the  plan,  he  has  found  that  such,  reorganization  is  necessary 
to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  section  2  (a).  The  delivery  to 
both  Houses  shall  be  on  the  same  day  arid  shall  be  made  to  each  House 
while  it  is  in  session.  The  President,  in  his  message  transmitting  a 
reorganization  plan,  shall  specify  with  tespect  to  each  abolition  of  a  func¬ 
tion  included  in  the  plan  the  statutory  authority  for  the  exercise  of  such 
function,  and  shall  specify  the  reduction  of  expenditures  ( itemized  so  far 
as  practicable )  which  it  is  probable  will  be  brought  about  by  the  taking 
effect  of  the  reorganizations  included  in  the  plan. 
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OTHER  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 

Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the  President  under 
section  3 — 

(!)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  necessary ■,  the  name  oj 
any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  and  the  title  oj  its  head;  and 
shall  designate  the  name  oj  any  agency  resulting  jrom  a  reorganization 
and  the  title  oj  its  head; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment  and  compensation 
oj  the  head  and  one  or  more  other  officers  oj  any  agency  {including 
an  agency  resulting  jrom  a  consolidation  or  other  type  oj  reorgani¬ 
zation)  if  the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message  transmitting  the 
plan  declares,  that  by  reason  oj  a  reorganization _  made  by  the  plan 
such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so  provided  jor  may  be  an 
individual  or  may  be  a  commission  or  board  with  two  or  more 
members.  In  the  case  oj  any  such  appointment  the  term  oj  office 
shall  not  be  fixed  at  more  than  jour  years,  the  compensation  shall,  not 
be  at  a  rate  in  excess  oj  that  found  by  the  President  to  prevail  in 
respect  oj  comparable  officers  in  the  executive  branch,  and,  ij  the 
appointment  is  not  under  the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  oj  the  Senate, 
except  that,  in  the  case  oj  any  officer  oj  the  municipal  government  oj 
the  District  oj  Columbia,  it  may  be  by  the  Board  oj  Commissioners 
or  other  body  or  officer  oj  such  government  designated  in  the  plan; 

{3)  shall  make  provision  jor  the  transjer  or  other  disposition  oj 
the  records,  property,  and  personnel  affected  by  any  reorganization; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transjer  oj  such  unexpended 
balances  oj  appropriations,  and  oj  other  junds,  available  jor  use  in 
connection  with  any  junction  or  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization, 
as  he  deems  necessary  by  reason  oj  the  reorganization  for  use  in 
connection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorganization,  or  for 
the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such  junctions  after  the  re¬ 
organization  plan  is  effective,  but  such  unexpended  balances  so 
transj erred  shall  be  used  only  for  the  purposes  jor  which  such  ap¬ 
propriation  was  originally  made; 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  terminating  the  affairs  oj  any  agency 
abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  jor,  and  no  re¬ 
organization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  oj — • 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  department  or  all  the 
functions  theTeoj  or  consolidating  any  two  or  more  executive  depart¬ 
ments  or  all  the  functions  thereof;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period  authorized  by  law 
jor  its  existence  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have  terminated 
ij  the  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  or 

(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period  authorized  by  law 
for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have,  terminated jij 
the  reorganization  had,  not  been  made;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  junction  which  is  not 
expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the 
Congress;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  oj  any  office  beyond  that  provided  by  law 
jor  such  office;  or 
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(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other  agency  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  all  those  junc¬ 
tions  thereof  which  a/e  subject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing  said  govern¬ 
ment  or  all  said  junctions. 

(b)  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorganization  plan  shall  take  effect 
unless  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress  before  April  1,  1953. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  subsection 
( c )  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of  the  reorganization  plan  shall  take 
effect  upon  the  expiration  of  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days,  of 
continuous  session  of  the  Congress,  following  the  date  on  which  the  plan 
is  transmitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of  transmittal  and  the 
expiration  of  such  sixty-day  period  there  has  not  been  passed  by  either 
of  the  two  Houses,  by  the  affirmative  vote  of  a  majority  oj  the  authorized 
membership  of  that  House,  a  resolution  stating  in  substance  that  that 
House  does  not  favor  the  reorganization  plan. 

( b )  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a) — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as  broken  only  by 
an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die;  but 

{2)  in  the  computation  oj  the  sixty-day  period  there  shall  be 
excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
oj  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day  certain. 

(c)  Any  provision  oj  the  plan  may,  under  provisions  contained  in  the 
plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on  which  the  plan 
shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

DEFINITION  OF  11  AGENCY” 

Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “ agency”  means  any  executive 
department,  commission,  council,  independent  establishment,  Govern¬ 
ment  corporation,  board,  bureau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  author¬ 
ity,  administration,  or  other  establishment,  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  and  means  also  any  and.  all  parts  oj  the  municipal  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the  courts  thereof.  Such  term 
does  not  include  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  or  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office,  which  are  a  part  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Government. 


MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  BE*  REORGANIZ ATIONS 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “  reorganization ”  means 
any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination,  authorization,  or  abolition, 
rejerred  to  in  section  8. 

SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regulation  or  other  ac¬ 
tion  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or  performed  in  respect  of  or  by 
any  agency  or  function  a  ffected  by  a  reorganization  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization,  shall,  except 
to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made  inapplicable  by  or 
under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition  oj  a  function,  have  the  same 
effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  but  where  any  such 
statute,  regulation,  or  other  action  has  vested  the  function  in  the  agency 
from  which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such  junction  shall,  insojar  as 
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it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective,  be  considered  as  vested 
in  the  agency  under' which  the  function  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the  term  “regulation 
or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule,  order,  ptolicy,  determination, 
■directive,  authorization,  permit,  privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or 
other  action. 

(b )  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  commenced  by  or 
against  the  head  of  any  agency '  or  other  officer  of  the  United  States,  in 
his  official  capacity  or  in  relation  to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties, 
shall  abate  by  reason  of  the  taking  effect  of  any  reorganization  plan  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or  supplemental 
petition  filed  at  any  time  within  twelve  months  after  such  reorganization 
plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a  survival  of  such  suit,  action, 
or  other  proceeding  to  obtain  a  settlement  of  the  questions  involved,  allow 
the  same  to  be  maintained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such  head  or 
officer  under  the  reorganization  effected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there  be  no 
such  successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer  as  the  President  shall 
designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropriations  unexpended 
by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  used  for  any  purpose, 
but  shall  be  impounded  and  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

PRINTING  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLANS 

Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall  take  effect  shall  be 
printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same  volume  as  the  public  laws, 
and  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal  Register. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted  by  the 
Congress: 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making  power  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively ,  and  as  such  they  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House,  respectively ,  but  applicable  only 
with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House  in  the  case  of 
resolutions  (as  defined  in  section  202);  and  such  rules  shall  supersede 
other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent  therewith ;  and 

(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of  either  House  to 
change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  in  such  House )  at 
any  time,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any 

<r»A / / p  at  Q'ilRn 

Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  “ resolution ”  means  only  a 
resolution  of  either  of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the  matter  after  the 
resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  follows:  “That  the  does  not  favor 

the  reorganization  plan  numbered  —  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

President  on  - - - ,  19—.”,  the  first  blank  space  therein  being 

filled  with  the  name  of  the  resolving  House  and  the  other  blank  spaces 
therein  being  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  include  a  resolution  which 
specifies  more  than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  shall  be 
referred  to  a  committee  ( and  all  resolutions  with  respect  to  the  same  plan 
shall  be  referred  to  the  same  committee)  by  the  President  of  the  Senate  or 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 
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Sec.  204-  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been  referred  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  has  not  reported  it  before  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  ten  calendar  days  after  its  introduction,  it  shall  then  ( but  not  before) 
be  in  order  to  move  either  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  such  resolution,  or  to  discharge  the  committee  from  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  any  other  resolution  with  respect  to  such  reorganization  plan 
which  has  been  referred  to  the  committee. 

( b )  Such motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favoring  the  resolution, 
shall  be  highly  privileged  ( except  that  it  may  not  be  made  after  the  committee 
has  reported  a  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan), 
and  debate  thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  between  those  favoring  and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  No 
amendment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order 
to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  dis¬ 
agreed  to.. 

( c )  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to,  such  motion 
may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion  to  discharge  the  committee 
be  made  with  respect  to  any  other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same- 
reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or  has  been  dis¬ 
charged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time  thereafter  be  in  order  ( even  though 
a  previous  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to  move  to 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion  shall  be 
highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amendment  to  such 
motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(6)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  ten  hours, 
which  shall  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and  those  opposing 
the  resolution.  A  motion  further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  be  debatable. 
No  amendment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolution  shall  be  in  order, 
and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with  respect  to  the 
discharge  from  committee,  or  the  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with 
respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and  all  motions  to  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  other  business,  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

( b )  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives ,  as  the  case 
may  be,  to  the  procedure  relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

William  L.  Dawson, 

Chet  Holifield, 

John  W.  McCormack 
Clare  E.  Hoffman, 

H  AROLD  O.  LoVRE, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
John  L.  McClellan, 

James  O.  Eastland, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Irving  M.  Ives, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  2361)  to  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  of  the  House  bill  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  inserted  a  substitute  amendment.  The  conferees 
have  agreed  to  a  substitute  for  both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate 
amendment.  Except  for  clarifying,  clerical,  and  necessary  conforming 
changes,  the  following  statement  explains  the  differences  between 
the  House  bill  and  the  substitute  agreed  to  in  conference. 

DISAPPROVAL  BY  CONGRESS 

The  House  bill  provided  that  a  reorganization  plan  should  take 
effect  upon  the  expiration  of  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days  of 
continuous  session  of  the  Congress  following  the  date  the  plan  was 
transmitted  to  Congress,  unless  during  such  period  the  two  Houses 
passed  a  concurrent  resolution  disapproving  the  plan.  The  Senate 
amendment  provided  that  a  plan  should  take  effect  upon  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  such  period  unless  during  such  period  either  House  passed  a 
simple  resolution  disapproving  the  plan.  The  conference  substitute 
provides  that  a  plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of  such 
period  unless  during  such  period  either  House  passes  such  a  simple 
resolution  by  the  affirmative  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  authorized 
membership  of  that  House;  that  is,  49  Members  of  the  Senate,  or  218 
Members  of  the  House  as  Congress  is  now  constituted. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  REORGANIZATION  POWERS 

The  House  bill  contained  the  following  provision  (sec.  5  (b)) : 

A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  reorganization  affecting  any  agency 
named  below  in  this  subsection  may  not  provide  also  for  a  reorganization  which 
does  not  affect  such  agency;  except  that  this  prohibition  shall  not  apply  to  the 
transfer  to  such  agency  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
the  functions  of,  any  agency  not  so  named.  No  provision  contained  in  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  shall  take  effect  if  the  reorganization  plan  is  in  violation  of 
this  subsection.  The  agencies  above  referred  to  in  this  subsection  are  as  follows: 
National  Military  Establishment,  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
System,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Securities  and  Exchange  Commis¬ 
sion,  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  National  Mediation  Board,  and  National 
Railroad  Adjustment  Board. 

The  Senate  amendment  eliminated  this  provision  but  contained  a 
provision  in  section  2  (b)  that  the  Congress  declared  it  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  that  each  reorganization  plan  contain  only  related 
reorganizations.  Neither  provision  is  included  in  the  conference 
substitute. 
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The  House  bill  contained  a  provision  that  no  reorganization  plan 
should  provide  for,  and  no  reorganization  under  the  bill  should  have 
the  effect  of,  establishing  any  new  executive  department,  or  designat¬ 
ing  any  agency  as  “Department”  or  its  head  as  “Secretary”.  The 
Senate  amendment  eliminated  this  prohibition  and  it  is  not  included 
in  the  conference  substitute.  The  conference  substitute  therefore 
authorizes  the  President  to  provide  for  a  new  executive  department 
in  a  reorganization  plan. 

The  House  bill  granted  permanent  reorganization  powers  to  the 
President.  The  Senate  amendment,  section  5  (b),  limited  the  powers 
granted  under  the  act  so  that  no  provision  contained  in  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  would  take  effect  unless  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  Congress 
before  April  1,  1953.  The  conference  substitute  contains  this  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  OFFICERS 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment  provided  that 
where  a  reorganization  plan  includes  a  provision  for  the  appointment 
of  an  officer  not  under  the  classified  civil  service,  the  appointment 
should  be  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  vSenate.  The  Senate  amendment  excepted  officers  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  municipal  government  from  this  provision,  and  provided 
that  such  officers  should  be  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
or  other  body  or  officer  of  such  government  designated  in  the  plan. 
The  conference  substitute  follows  the  language  of  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

president’s  message  transmitting  reorganization  plan 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  that  the  President,  in  his  message 
transmitting  a  reorganization  plan,  should  specify  the  reduction  of 
expenditures  (itemized  so  far  as  practicable)  which  would  probably 
be  brought  about  by  the  taking  effect  of  the  plan.  This  provision  is 
included  in  the  conference  substitute. 

William  L.  Dawson, 

Chet  Holifield, 

John  W.  McCormack, 

Clare  E.  Hoffman, 

Harold  O.  Lovre, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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The  Senate  met  at  12  o’clock  meridian, 
on  the  expiration  of  the  recess. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Frederick  Brown 
Harris,  D.  D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer : 

God  of  all  mercies,  at  this  ancient  altar 
of  dedication  to  the  things  upseen  and 
eternal,  we  bow  with  the  confident  assur¬ 
ance  that  the  faith  of  the  founding 
fathers  is  living  still  in  this  dear  land 
for  whose  dream  of  freedom  they  were 
willing  to  dare  and  to  die.  Spirit  of  Life, 
in  this  pew  dawn  give  us  the  faith  that 
follows  on.  Thou  hast  called  us  to  play 
our  part  in  one  of  the  creative  hours  of 
human  history.  Help  us  so  to  speak  and 
so  to  act  in  this  day  of  destiny  that  to¬ 
morrow  we  may  live  unashamed  with  our 
memories.  Across  the  debris  of  ancient 
wrongs  may  our  glad  eyes  see  the  glory 
of  the  coming  of  the  Lord  as  selfish  ex¬ 
ploitation  makes  way  for  brotherhood 
and  for  man.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  Lucas,  and  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  the  reading  of  the  Journal 
of  the  proceedings  of  Wednesday,  June 
15,  1949,  was  dispensed  with. 

MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT- 
APPROVAL  OF  BILLS 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States  were  communicated 
to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller,  one  of  his 
secretaries,  and  he  announced  that  the^ 
President  had  approved  and  signed  tl; 
following  acts: 

On  June  15,  1949: 

S.  147.  An  act  for  the  reliel  of  H. 

Hull. 

On  June  16,  1949 : 

S.  714.  An  act  to  provide  for  jtfmpreliensive 
planning,  for  site  acquisitioaPln  and  outside 
of  the  District  of  Colum^Ra,  and  for  the 
design  of  Federal  buildj^  projects  outside 
of  the  District  of  Colunroia;  to  authorize  the 
transfer  of  jurfsdicttph  over  certain  lands 
between  certain  deflgrtments  and  agencies  of 
the  United  Statfilj;  and  to  provide  certain 
additional  authority  needed  in  connection 
with  the  cqgretruction,  management,  and 
operation  ap Federal  public  buildings;  and 
for  othermurposes. 

SSSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

lessage  from  the  House  of  Repre- 
Ttatives,  by  Mr.  Swanson,  one  of  its 
Peading  clerks,  announced  that  the 


( Legislative  day  of  Thursday,  June  2,  1949 ) 

House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  joint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  55)  to 
print  the  monthly  publication  entitled 
“Economic  Indicators.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  1338)  au¬ 
thorizing  the  transfer  to  the  United 
States  section,  International  Boundary 
and  Water  Commission,  by  the  War 
Assets  Administration  of  a  portion  of 
Fort  Brown,  at  Brownsville,  Tex.,  and 
adjacent  borrow  area,  without  exchange 
of  funds  or  reimbursement. 

The  message  further  announced 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the  repqjef  of 
the  committee  of  conference  on  Use  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houspson  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  the  bill 
(H.  R.  236 f)  to  provide  forjfie  reorgan¬ 
ization  of  Government  agencies,  and  for 
other  purposes^ 


[flounced  that  the 
e  following  bills,  in 
e  concurrence  of 


The  message  a: 

House  had  passed 
which  it  requestj 
the  Senate: 

H.  R.  4878.  A#  act  to  authorize  certain 
Governmentjffprinting,  bindirffc  and  blank- 
book  w or kf^else where  than  at'the  Govern¬ 
ment  Pointing  Office  if  approved  by  the 
Joint  Qommittee  on  Printing;  and* 

H^C5007.  An  act  to  provide  pay/%llow- 
amjes,  and  physical  disability  retiremem^/or 
embers  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force, 
r;jflne  Corps,  Coast  Guard,  Coast  and  Geodetf 
Survey,  Public  Health  Service,  the  Reserve  ^ 
components  thereof,  the  National  Guard, 
and  the  Air  National  Guard,  and  for  other 
purpose-. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  agreed  to  the  concurrent 
resolution  -  (S.  Con.  Res.  19)  authorizing 
the  printing  of  additional  copies  of  pray¬ 
ers  offered  by  the  Chaplain,  the  Rev¬ 
erend  Peter  Marshall,  D.  D.,  at  the  open¬ 
ing  of  the  daily  sessions  of  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  during  the  Eightieth 
and  Eighty-first  Congresses. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  following  con¬ 
current  resolutions,  in  which  it  requested 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  Con.  Res.  45.  Concurrent  resolution  au¬ 
thorizing  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  to 
procure  2,000  additional  copies  of  its  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  bill  (H.  R.  2362)  to  amend  an  act 
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entitled  “The  Economic  jtfooperation  Act  of 
1948,”  approved  April  1948;  and 
H.  Con.  Res.  57.  Coi^diirrent  resolution  au¬ 
thorizing  the  Comrofttee  on  the  Judiciary  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  have  printed 
additional  copier  of  the  hearings  held  before 
said  committee  on  the  bills  entitled  “Amend 
the  Constitution  With  Respect  to  Election 
of  Presidfaft  and  Vice  President.” 


CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 


Mr.  LUCAS.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a^uorum. 

J  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 
Anderson 
Bricker 
Cain 
Capehart 
Chapman 
Chavez 
Connally 
Donnell 
'  Douglas 
Eastland 
Flanders 
Frear 
Gillette 
Graham 
Green 
Gurney 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 


Humphrey 

Hunt 

Ives 

Jenner 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Kefauver 

Kem 

Kerr 

Kilgore 

Lodge 

Long 

Lucas 

McCarthy 

McClellan 

McFarland 

McKellar 

Malone 

Martin 

Maybank 

Miller 


Morse 

Mundt 

Neely 

O’Mahoney 

Reed 

Robertson 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Smith,  Maine 

Taft 

Taylor 

Thomas,  Utah 

Thye 

Tobey 

Tydings 

Watkins 

Wherry 

Wiley 

Withers 

Young 


Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Sen¬ 
ior  from  California  [Mr.  Downey],  the 
enator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
tlmSenator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
brictSb:],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
GEORC&,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
McCarrS&]  ,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [MRuMcGrath],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  fife.  Murray],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers],  the 
Senator  from  Fltaida  [Mr.  Pepper],  the 
Senator  from  GeSfeiia  [Mr.  Russell], 
the  Senator  from  ASkjjama  [Mr.  Spark¬ 
man],  and  the  Senat(%from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Thomas]  are  det^Jjged  on  official 
business  in  meetings  of  committees  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  is  absent  on  public  “business. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut,. [Mr. 
McMahon]  is  absent  on  official  business, 
presiding  at  a  meeting  of  the  Joint  Colh- 
mittee  on  Atomic  Energy  in  connection 
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tyith  an  investigation  of  the  affairs  of 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

The  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O'Conor]  is  absent  on  official  business, 
having  been  appointed  a  delegate  to  the 
I  international  Labor  Conference  at 
Geneva,  Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Stennis  ]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Wagwkr  1  is  necessarily  absent. 

Mr?  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Baldwin]  and  the  Senator  from  New 
JerseyStMr.  Smith]  are  absent  because 
of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster]  is|necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.| 
Ecton]  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bribes],  the  Senator  from  Oregonf 
[Mr.  CoRipON],  and  the  Senator  fror 
Michigan  fMr.  Fergtjson]  are  detained] 
because  of|their  attendance  at  a  meet-f 
lng  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations.! 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken-| 
looper],  the]  Senator  from  California! 
[Mr.  Knowland],  the  Senator  from  Colo-’; 
rado  [Mr.  MIllikin  1 ,  and  the  Senator| 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg]  are  ini 
attendance  at|a  meeting  of  the  Joint! 
Committee  on -Atomic  Energy. 

The  Senatoft  from  Nebraska  [Mr.f 
Butler]  and  th&Senator  from  Delaware] 
[Mr.  Williams]  *are  detained  because  of] 
their  attendance  at  a  meeting  of  the  \ 
Committee  on  Finance. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  LMr.; 
Langer]  is  detained  at  a  meeting  of  the  : 
Committee  on  thetJudiciary. 

By  order  of  the  Igenate,  the  following 
announcement  is  irij^de: 

The  members  of  the  Joint  Committie| 
on  Atomic  Energy  a|e  in  attendance  at  t 
a  meeting  of  the  saidi.committee  in^on-f 
nection  with  an  instigation  of'  the£ 
affairs  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Comififtssion.  ? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is  j 
present. 

TRANSACTION  OP  ROUTINE  HDSINESS  ? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  fe:e«ent,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  mgfShair  recog¬ 
nize  Senators  for  the  jiKsentation  of . 
routine  matters.  jm 

■"  Without  ob- 


The  VICE  PRESIDE: 
jection,  it  is  so  ordere 


NOMINATIONS  IN  afTHE  ^MILITARY  | 
ESTABLISHMENT^ 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  as  in  - 
executive  sessionjfrom  the  Committee! 
on  the  Armed  Services,  I  rep®'t  routine  ’ 
promotions  in  thf  military  establishment. ! 
They  come  from  the  committee  unani-! 
mously.  No  dejection  has  beentmade  to  i 
any  of  the  irypviduals  involved,  r|om  any  j 
source  whatsoever. 

The  VIC$S  PRESIDENT.  Withbut  ob- . 
jection,  thjf  nominations  will  be  received. ! 
Mr.  TJfUlNGS.  Mr.  President.ll  ask  : 
is  consent  for  the  immediate » 
ration  of  nominations  for  pit>mo- 


VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob- 
Jon? 

^  Ir.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  reserv-  ; 
^g  the  right  to  object,  I  will  say  I  am 
jsorry  I  did  not  hear  all  the  Senator’s; 
•/statement.  Are  these  routine  promil}- ; 
tions  in  the  Army? 


Mr.  TYDINGS.  They  are  routine  p» 
motions  in  the  Army,  unanimously^re-  j 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  A^tned  | 
Services.  They  are  promotions  ih  the  j 
military  establishment,  and  there  was  no  | 
objection  to  any  of  them.  $ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  fclBere  ob- 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  nominations?  The  CJjair  hears 
none,  and  without  objection,  as  in  execu¬ 
tive  session,  the  nominates  are  con- 
fk-med,  and.  ihe  ITeoideou^illhu-uatd^d. 

REORGANIZATION  ACT  OP  1949  — 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  send  to  the  desk 
a  conference  report  and  ask  for  its  im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
will  be  read. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  today’s  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  pp.  7983-7985.) 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  conference  report  deal  with  the  re¬ 
organization  of  Government  agencies? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  does. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  that 
one  of  the  points  of  difference  between 
the  two  Houses  was  whether  both  Houses 
should  be  required  to  vote  on  a  plan  of 
reorganization.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  please  explain  to  the  Senate 
what  agreement  was  reached  by  the 
conferees? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  very  glad  to 
make  a  brief  statement  about  the  mat¬ 
ter.  Of  course,  Senators  can  obtain  full 
information  by  reading  the  report. 

Members  of  the  Senate  will  recall  that 
the  Senate  passed  its  version  of  the  bill 
as  a  substitute  for  the  House  bill.  The 
House  bill  contained  what  is  called  one- 
package  exemptions  or  “one  package’’ 
treatment  provisions  for  seven  specific 
agencies  of  the  Government. 

The  House  bill  also  provided  that  a 
reorganization  plan  submitted  by  the 
President  would  go  into  effect  within  60 
days  of  its  submission  to  Congress  unless 
both  Houses  of  Congress  adopted  a  con¬ 
current  resolution  disapproving  the  plan 
within  that  period  of  time. 

The  Senate  bill  contained  no  one- 
package  provision,  contained  no  exemp¬ 
tions  of  any  agencies  whatsoever.  But 
it  provided  that  either  House,  by  simple 
resolution,  might  veto  the  plan  within 
the  60-day  period  of  time. 

The  conferees  have  agreed,  and  the 
House  has  approved,  the  elimination  of 
the  exemptions  and  of  the  one-package 
provision,  and  accepted  the  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill  on  that  score.  -The  con¬ 
ferees  also  agreed  to  accept,  and  the 
House  has  approved,  the  Senate  provi¬ 
sion  for  a  one-House  veto,  modified  to 
this  extent,  that  a  constitutional  major¬ 
ity  of  one  House  shall  be  required  to  re¬ 
ject  a  reorganization  plan. 

The  virtue  of  the  one-House  veto,  as  I 
see  it,  is  that  neither  branch  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  abdicates  its  power  to  disapprove  a 
plan.  I  think  we  went  a  little  further, 
perhaps,  than  we  should,  but  in  order  to 
get  an  agreement,  in  order  to  get  the 
best  bill  the  conferees  could  agree  upon, 
the  Senate  conferees  yielded  to  a  modi¬ 
fication  of  its  one-House  veto  provision 
to  the  extent  of  requiring  the  veto  be  by 
a  constitutional  majority. 


ATE 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield  to  me  to  permit  me  to 
make  a  statement  on  this  subject,  I 
should  like  to  do  so. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  the  floor  in  a  moment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  York  can  be  recognized  in  his 
own  time. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  House  bill  had 
no  expiration  date.  The  Senate  bill  has 
the  date  of  April  1, 1953.  Let  me  explain 
the  reason  why  that  provision  was 
placed  in  the  bill  in  the  committee  and 
approved  by  the  Senate.  I  believe  that 
reorganization  should  be  a  continuing 
program.  However,  if  there  is  no  expira¬ 
tion  date.  Congress,  busily  occupied  as  it 
is,  would  probably  never  review  the  mat¬ 
ter  to  find  out  how  the  program  was 
working.  So  we  inserted  that  provi¬ 
sion,  which  gives  full  power  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  administration  during  its  present 
term  and  to  the  succeeding. administra¬ 
tion  for  the  first  ensuing  Congress.  The 
President  would  have  to  submit  his  plans 
in  about  that  time  by  April  1  in  order 
to  allow  Congress  l  60-day  period  in 
which  to  reject  them.  So  the  expiration 
date  runs  over  into  the  next  Presidential 
administration,  but  cuts  off  at  the  end 
of  the  first  ensuing  Congress. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILEY.  As  I  understand  the  bill, 
the  period  of  expiration  runs  into  1953, 
and  the  President  can  go  ahead  and 
practically  put  into  effect  the  Hoover 
recommendations,  and  by  a  constitutional 
majority  either  House  can  veto  any  re¬ 
organization  which  the  President  puts 
into  effect. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WILEY.  That  is  all  there  is  to 
the  bill. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  all  there  is 
to  it.  The  President  is  not  restricted, 
limited,  or  circumscribed  in  any  way  as 
to  the  kind  of  plan  he  submits,  or  as  to 
what  agencies  may  be  included  in  it; 
but  each  House,  by  independent  action, 
can  reject  the  plan  by  a  constitutional 
majority. 

The  Senate  provision  called  for  a  sim¬ 
ple  majority.  There  is  some  objection 
to  the  provision.  In  this  whole  pro¬ 
ceedings  we  are  having  to  disregard  some 
integrity  of  legislative  process.  We  are 
delegating  some  legislative  power;  but 
by  having  a  one-House  veto,  neither 
House  absolutely  abrogates  its  power  or 
renders  itself  impotent  and  powerless  to 
veto  a  plan  if  it  feels  that  the  plan  is 
not  good  or  sound.  So  we  have  preserved 
that  much  of  the  legislative  integrity. 
However,  the  veto  must  be  by  constitu¬ 
tional  majority. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
commend  the  splendid  leadership  of  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  conferees,  the 
able  Senator  from  Arkansas,  who  has 
just  spoken.  We  were  faced  with  a  rather 
difficult  situation,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  two  bills  basically  did  not  coin¬ 
cide.  They  were  in  extreme  conflict. 
We  had  the  House  bill,  with  the  require- 
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ment  for  two  vetoes,  with  exceptions.  We 
had  the  Senate  bill  without  exceptions — 
a  perfectly  clean  bill,  with  a  single- 
House  veto.  The  job  was  to  reconcile 
them.  We  did  reconcile  them,  and  we 
reconciled  them  in  what  I  consider  to 
be  the  soundest  manner  possible.  We 
simply  compromised  by  keeping  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  and  requiring  that  the  sin¬ 
gle-House  veto  to  prevent  adoption  of 
a  reorganization  plan  be  by  constitu¬ 
tional  majority  of  either  House. 

In  my  judgment,  the  bill  now  before 
the  Senate  is  superior  to  either  the  bill 
which  was  passed  by  the  House  or  the 
bill  which  was  passed  by  the  Senate. 
For  once  a  bill  has  come  out  of  con¬ 
ference  which  is  better  than  the  bill 
passed  in  either  House,  and  I  certainly 
hope  it  will  receive  the  full  support  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
express  my  gratification  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  have  done  such  a  good  work.  This 
is  a  proposal  which  has  been  nonpar¬ 
tisan  and  bipartisan  from  the  very  be¬ 
ginning — at  the  time  the  bill  was  passed, 
in  the  appointment  of  members  of  the 
Commission,  and  in  the  approach  which 
the  members  of  the  Commission  took. 
Although  we  have  had  a  change  in  party 
control  in  Washington  since  the  reor¬ 
ganization  bill  was  passed  by  the  sup¬ 
port  for  this  effort  has  continued  on 
the  same  bipartisan  plane  on  which  it 
began.  I  think  it  is  a  very  happy  day 
for  all  whose  who  believe  in  efficient  and 
economical  government,  for  all  who  feel 
that  the  downfall  of  popular  government 
in  other  parts  of  the  world  has  been  due 
to  the  fact  that  government  over  there 
became  inefficient.  Now  we  are  about  to 
have  a  reorganization  act  which  will  en¬ 
able  the  President  to  clear  away  the 
cobwebs  and  make  our  popular  system 
of  Government  as  effective  as  we  all 
want  it  to  be. 

I  congratulate  the  conferees. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LUCAS  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  a  few  moments  ago  when  the 
conference  report  on  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949  was  being  submitted  by  the 
able  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan],  I  was  temporarily  absent  from 
the  Chamber,  on  important  business.  I 
desire  to  say  a  word  or  two  in  connection 
with  the  conference  report. 

First,  I  wish  to  congratulate  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  and  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate  for  finally  agreeing  upon 
the  report  which  was  submitted  to  the 
Senate  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 
Especially  do  I  wish  to  pay  a  compliment 
to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  for  the  part  he 
played,  and  also  to  the  Honorable  Wil¬ 
liam  L.  Dawson,  who  is  chairman  of  the 
House  committee,  who  played  a  promi¬ 
nent  part  in  arriving  at  an  agreement 
upon  this  important  piece  of  legislation. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  that  I  have  communicated  with  the 
President  of  the  United  States  in  regard 
-  o  this  measure,  and  I  understand  that 
it  is  acceptable  to  him  and  that  he  will 


sign  it  when  it  reaches  him,  and  that 
thereafter  a  number  of  plans  will  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress,  for  its  very  seri¬ 
ous  and  careful  consideration. 


Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
fiave  before  me  an  informative  article 
Written  by  David  Lawrence  entitled  “FBI 
@een  Weakened  by  Publicity  Given  Se¬ 
cret  Documents.”  Normally  I  would 
merely  ask  to  have  the  article  printed  in 
tjie  Appendix  of  the  Record;  but  at  this 
tjme  I  wish  to  take  the  liberty  of  im- 
Bosing  upon  the  Senate  to  the  extent  of 
Reading  the  article. 

I  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  can  be 
|one  at  this  time  only  by  unanimous 
consent,  because  the  unanimous-consent 
|greement  was  that  routine  matters  be 
presented  without  debate. 

I  Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Then,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  thatr  I 
|e  allowed  to  read  the  article  into  the 
Record  at  this  time. 

|  The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  thej 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  may  proceed. 

%r.  MCCARTHY.  The  article  neadgjfs 
lollies : 

SBI  Seen  Weakened  by  Publicity  JGiven 
|  Secee%  Documents — Will  LosejRnfor- 
,|  mants%/ho  Fear  for  Lives  in  .Espionage 
$}  Work  "L. 

ray  David  Lawrenci 

f  Had  the  Co^on  trial  beeiaPheld  in  Eng¬ 
land,  there  woulg  have  bear  no  embarrass- 
|hent  for  anyone  Sot  directly  connected  with 
Jhe  case.  The  juctge  wafld  have  ruled  on 
le  FBI  files  in  priVatjr  and  the  attorneys 
Pould  have  had  a  cjpfnce  to  examine  any 
scret  documents  wj#h(!%t  fear  that  outside 
persons  would  ha^  access  to  confidential 
lata  of  the  Gove^ment.  \ 

f|i  Nobody  here  JS  at  fault  for  the  unfortu¬ 
nate  publicitynhat  has  occurred.  The  FBI 
idn’t  want  i0s  files  made  publiS,  The  judge 
ad  no  ch#e  when  the  defense'dnsisted  on 

f;eing  thgraocuments — he  had  to  dicier  them 
roducej? 

But  JC  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  Jus- 
lice  department  itself  did  have  a  choice.  It 
^oq#5  have  suppressed  the  FBI  files  "%id 
idrawn  and  let  the  case  be  lost  by  default, 
chose  instead  to  take  the  risks.  The  FBf; 
ks  a  subordinate  Unit  of  the  Justice  Depart- 
rent,  didn’t  make  the  decision.  Had  it  been 
|eft  to  the  FBI,  the  case  would  have  been 
Iropped  because  the  Bureau  values  its 
Sources  of  information  more  than  it  does 
the  winning  of  a  single  case. 

principle  involved 

For  there’s  a  fundamental  principle  in¬ 
volved.  The  FBI  gathers  all  sorts  of  infor- 
lation.  Some  of  it  is  gossip  and  may  be 
sproved  untrue.  What  is  put  in  the  agents’ 
Reports  isn’t  evidence.  It  is  merely  a  memo- 
'tandum  to  the  head  office  covering  every¬ 
thing  heard  or  rumored.  It  is  up  to  the 
lead  office  to  piece  together  from  various 
tgents’  reports  that  which  may  properly  be 
iresented  as  evidence  in  a  courtroom. 
m.  This  is  the  method  of  every  investigation 

tureau,  public  or  private.  Nobody  has  ever 
emanded  the  personal  correspondence  of 
my  high  official  and  gotten  it  into  court.  In 
fact,  the  President  has  insisted  that  another 
jranch  of  the  Government  cannot  receive 
sven  official  documents  or  letters  or  corre¬ 
spondence  if  the  executive  branch  deems  it 
Incompatible  with  public  interest  to  dl- 
ilge  such  data. 

„  Having  refused  to  give  such  material  to 
^Congress,  it  is  logical  that  the  executive 
f|branch  may  refuse  to  give  it  to  the  Judiciary. 

’  tn  the  Coplon  case,  the  Justice  Department 
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ould  have  refused  to  produce  the  files  and r 
io  Judge  could  have  compelled  their  6M- 
losure.  But  the  case  would  have  been  wjfth- 
;rawn. 

What  are  the  damaging  consequences  of 
ecent  disclosures?  These  probably  will 
never  be  measured.  Nobody  will  kfve r  know 
what  happened  to  the  lnforn^Bnts  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  FBI  files  and  Jbw  revealed. 
The  public  may  not  discerur  who  the  In¬ 
formants  were  but  it  seejfe  a  safe  guess 
that  the  persons  concernqjr  will  know. 

INFORMANT  MAJff^LOSE  LIFE 

It  is  a  safe  guess,  Joo,  that  the  Russian 
Government  will  bejJTble  to  figure  out  who 
was  an  informantjffnside  the  Russian  Em¬ 
bassy.  Names  adf  not  given,  but  circum¬ 
stances  are  veryjlvealing.  Not  only  will  the 
informant  be  ijjkt  to  the  FBI,  but  his  or  her 
life  may  be  ldft  also. 

Unhappi^T  the  public  attitude  toward 
espionage's  not  an  informed  one.  Many 
people  dpn’t  like  the  idea  of  spying  or  coun- 
terspymg.  They  don’t  like  to  see  the  Ameri¬ 
can  aBvernment  engaging  in  it,  either.  But 
in  jjjpperiod  of  cold  war  such  things  are  part 
ojjxhe  routine  of  all  governments. 

Jack  in  1941  the  FBI  monitored  a  radio 
telephone  conversation  between  Hawaii  and 
Japan  and  called  attention  to  it.  Also,  the 
FBI  wanted  to  get  at  the  messages  which 
were  filed  by  the  Japanese  consulate  for 
transmission  to  Japan  before  the  attack  on 
Pearl  Harbor,  but  the  Federal  Communica¬ 
tions  Commission  in  Washington  refused  to 
allow  the  American  communication  compa¬ 
nies  in  Hawaii  to  give  up  the  messages  to  the 
FBI.  One  of  those  messages,  it  was  learned 
afterward,  told  the  Japanese  Navy  Depart¬ 
ment  in  Tokyo  what  the  signals  would  be  to 
the  carrier  planes  of  the  Japanese  Fleet  when 
they  reached  Pearl  Harbor.  Better  espionage 
might  have  alerted  the  fleet  at  Pearl  Harbor 
and  saved  many  American  lives. 

As  long  as  unscrupulous  governments 
exist,  espionage  is  Just  as  much  a  defensive 
measure  as  any  form  of  armament.  It  is 
regrettable  that  the  FBI  will  be  weakened 
in  handling  espionage  by  a  fear  on  the  part 
of  informants  that  they  may  be  mentioned 
in  FBI  reports  that  could  become  public. 
It  would  have  been  better  to  have  dropped 
the  case  than  to  have  allowed  the  FBI  files 
to  be  published. 

PRINTING,  BINDING,  AND  DISTRIBUTION 
OF  PUBLIC  DOCUMENTS 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  a  letter  from  the  Acting  Secre- 
ary  of  State,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
oposed  legislation  to  amend  an  act  en- 
“An  act  providing  for  the  public 
printing  and  binding  and  the  distribu¬ 
tion  ^gf  public  documents,”  approved 
January,  12,  1895,  as  amended,  which, 
with  thckaccompanying  paper,  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  “the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration. 

PETITlSejS  AND  MEMORIALS 

Petitions,  et<\  were  laid  before  the 
Senate,  and  refel^ed  as  indicated: 

By  the  VICE-PRESIDENT : 

A  joint  resolution  tlf  the  Legislature  of 
California;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare; 

“Senate  Joint  Resolution  29 
"Joint  resolution  relative  to^upplemental 
direct  loans  to  veterans 

“Whereas  loans  to  veterans,  finder  the 
provisions  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment 
Act  of  1944  have  been  greatly  restricted  due 
to  refusal  of  money-lending  Institutions  to 
make  such  loans  even  though  guaranteed  by 
the  Federal  Government;  and 

“Whereas  there  is  still  a  great  need  Jqr 
veterans’  home  loans  at  rates  of  interes 
within  the  ability  of  those  who  have  served> 
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faithfully  in  their  country's  service,  to  pay; 
and 

"Whereas  there  is  now  pending  before 
Congress  legislation  which  would  provide  for 
direct  loans  to  veterans  for  homes  in  cases 
where  they  are  unable  to  obtain  loans  from 
private  lending  institutions  at  an  interest 
rate  not  in  excess  of  4  percent  per  annum: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

“Resolved  'by  the  Senate  and  Assembly  of 
the  State  of  California  {jointly),  That  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  California  re¬ 
spectfully  memorializes  the  President  and 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  enact 
the  pending  legislation,  to  wit,  Senate  bill 
No.  S.  686,  which  will  prqyide  for  direct  loans 
to  veterans  for  homes  under  the  Servicemen’s 
Readjustment  Act  of  1944  at  a  rate  of  inter¬ 
est  of  not  greater  than  4  percent  per  annum, 
when  they  are  unable  to  obtain  such  loans 
from  established  lending  institutions;  and 
be  It  further  ■ 

“Resolved,  That  the  secretary  of  the  sen¬ 
ate  be  hereby  directed  to  transmit  copies  of 
this  resolution  to  the  President  and  Vice 
President  of  the  United  States,  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  to  each 
Senator  and  Representatives  from  California 
in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States.” 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Property 
Owners  Association  of  America,  in  conven¬ 
tion  at  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  -favoring  the  repeal 
of  the  rent-control  law;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency. 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Property  Own¬ 
ers  Association  of  America,  in  convention  at 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  favoring  the  repeal  of  the 
fire-egress  law  in  the  District  of  Columbia; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia. 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Property  Own¬ 
ers  Association  of  America,  in  convention  at 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  relating  to  communism, 
and  so  forth;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Property  Own¬ 
ers  Association  of  America,  in  convention  at 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  relating  to  the  National 
Housing  Act,  and  so  forth;  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table. 

A  resolution  adopted-by  the  Confederate 
Air  Force,  of  Miami,  Fla.,  relating  to  pen¬ 
sions  for  surviving  Confederate  Army  vet¬ 
erans;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  board  of  di¬ 
rectors  of  the  American  ORT  Federation,  of 
New  York,  N.  Y.,  expressing  appreciation  for 
the  enunciation  and  implementation  of  the 
United  States  policy  toward  Israel;  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Water# 
and  Power  Commissioners  of  the  City  of  Los 
Angeles  and  the  Los  Angeles  City  Council, 
both  in  the  State  of  California,  favoring'-ithe 
enactment  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  t,  au¬ 
thorizing  a  suit  in  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  to  adjudicate  the  respective. Rights  of 
the  States  of  Arizona,  Nevada,  andfCalifornia 
to  the  -use  of  the  waters  of  tile  Colorado 
River;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 


ing  compulsory  health  insurance;  to  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

A  petition  of  sundry  colored  veterans  of 
McComb,  Miss.,  relating  to  their  status 
under  the  Veterans’  Educational  Program; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare. 

A  petition  signed  by  B.  R.  Carney,  and 
sundry  other  citizens  of  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  praying  for  the  enactment  of  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  578,  to  provide  service  connection  of 
disabilities  aggravated  by  military  or  naval 
service;  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare. 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Ninth  Dis¬ 
trict,  Department  of  Virginia,  the  American 
Legion,  relating  to  the  extension  of  time 
during  which  readjustment  allowances  may 
be  paid  until  July  25,  1954,  and  so  forth; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare. 

A  resolution  adopted  by  the  National  Oil 
Jobbers  Council,  favoring  an  investigation 
as  to  the  adverse  effects  upon  jobbers  of  the 
decision  of  the  United  States  Court  of  Ap¬ 
peals  for  the  Seventh  Circuit  in  the  case  of 
Standard  Oil  Company  v.  Federal  Trade  Com¬ 
mission,  etc.;  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table. 


REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

The  following  reports  of  committed? 

•v%re  submitted;  '  jf 

By  Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolinadrom 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and'-  Civil 
Service^ 

S.  144lfc  A  bill  to  amend  the  Cijjfl  Service 
RetiremeiSt,  Act  of  May  29,  1930,  amended, 
so  as  to  provide  for  payment  ofjannuities  to 
widows  of  retjred  employees  -without  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  annuities  of  s^fch  employees; 
with  amendmeftt^  (Rept.  IX.  506). 

By  Mr.  TYDINGS,  from^the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services:  \j 

S.  509.  A  bill  to  preside  for  the  advance¬ 
ment  of  commissioned  Warrant  Officer 
Chester  A.  Davis,  Uplted'States  Marine  Corps 
(retired),  to  the  rank  of  ^lieutenant  colonel 
on  the  retired/fiist;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  507 

S.  1507.  A  bill  to  amend  section  10  of  the 
act  of  August  2,  1946,  relating  to-  the  receipt 
of  pay,  allowances,  travel,  or  other,  expenses 
while  drawing  a  pension,  disability  allow¬ 
ance,  disability  compensation,  or  retired  pay, 
and  fcf  other  purposes;  with  an  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  508) ;  and 

St  1578.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of’  the  Army  to  proceed  with  construction  ag, 

^stations  of  the  Alaska  Communication1#.  sular  Affairs 


United  Nations  Participation  Act  of  1945, 
and  I  submit  a  report  (No.  510)  thereon. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
will  be  received,  and  the  bill  jtfill  be 
placed  on  the  calendar. 

The  bill  (S.  2093)  to  amend  the  United 
Nations  Participation  Act  of<l945  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  appointment  p f  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States  in  the  organs 
and  agencies  of  the  United  Nations,  and 
to  make  other  provision  with  respect  to 
the  participation  of tile  United  States  in 
such  organization„.:reported  by  Mr.  Con- 
nally  from  the /Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  was  E^ad  twice  by  its  title,  and 
ordered  to  b^fuaced  on  the  calendar. 

REPORTS  OJ)f  DISPOSITION  OF  EXECUTIVE 
PAPERS 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina, 
from  ^fie  Joint  Select  Committee  on  the 
Disposition  of  Executive  Papers,  to  which 
were  referred  for  examination  and  rec¬ 
ommendation  two  lists  of  records  trans- 
.-Biitted  to  the  Senate  by  the  Archivist 
/■  of  the  United  States  that  appeared  to 
have  no  permanent  value  or  historical 
interest,  submitted  reports  thereon  pur¬ 
suant  to  law. 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

Bills  were  introduced,  read  the  first 
time,  and  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  MILLER  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Magntjson)  ; 

S.  2088.  A  bill  authorizing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  multipurpose  reservoir  on  the  Koo¬ 
tenai  River  near  Jennings,  Mont.,  for  flood 
control,  and  other  beneficial  purposes;  to  be 
named,  on  completion,  Truman  Dam;  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  O'MAHONEY  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Hunt,  Mr.  Gurney,  Mr.  Mundt,  Mr. 
Cordon,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Cain,  and 
Mr.  Magnuson)  : 

S.  2089.  A  bill  to  approve  contracts  ne¬ 
gotiated  with  the  Belle  Fourche  irrigation 
district,  the  Deaver  irrigation  district,  the 
Westland  irrigation  district,  the  Stanfield  ir¬ 
rigation  district,  the  Vale,  Oreg.,  irrigation 
district,  and  the  Prosser  irrigation  district,  to 
authorize  their  execution,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In- 
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A  resolution  adopted  by  the  Sixth  Confer¬ 
ence  of  the  Inter-American  Bar  Association, 
relating  to  the  liberalization  of  the  displaced 
persons’  law;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary.  s 

A  resolution  adop^&d  by  the  board  of  trus¬ 
tees  of  the  villago-bf  Oak  Park,  IU.,  favoring 
the  enactment  of  legislation  proclaiming  Oc¬ 
tober  11  of  eafin  year  as  General  Pulaski's 
Memorial  Djfy;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Missouri  State 
Dental  Aiftlstants  Association,  of  Kansas  City, 
Mo.;  0$  Northwest  District  Dental  Society, 
of  Hayward,  Wis.;  the  board  of  managers  of 
the^fChurch  Charity  Foundation  of  Long 
Island,  N.  Y.;  and  the  Central  Wisconsin 
.Dental  Society,  of  Mosinee,  Wis.,  protesting 
^against  the  enactment  of  legislation  provid¬ 


System;  with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  509). 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado,  from  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce : 

S.  447.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Civil  Aeronau¬ 
tics  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  to  regulate  the 
transportation,  packing,  marking,  and  de¬ 
scription  of  explosives  and  other  dangerous 
articles;  with  amendments  (Rept.  No.  511); 

S.  1278.  A  bill  to  fix  the  United  States 
share  of  project  costs,  under  the  Federal 
Airport  Act,  involved  in  installation  of  high 
intensity  lighting  on  CAA  designated  instru¬ 
ment  landing  runways;  with  amendments 
(Rept.  No.  513); 

S.  1279.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal  Air¬ 
port  Act  so  as  to  provide  that  minimum  rates 
of  wages  need  be  specified  only  in  contracts 
in  excess  of  $2,000;  without  amendment 
(Rept.  No.  514);  and 

H.  R.  781.  A  bill  to  amend  title  II  of  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Act  of  1938,  as  amended; 
with  an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  512). 

AMENDMENT  OF  UNITED  NATIONS  PAR¬ 
TICIPATION  ACT  OF  1945 — REPORT  OF 

A  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  I 
report  an  original  bill,  to  amend  the 


By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado: 

\  S.  2090.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  Denver 
Clye  Stock  Exchange;  to  the  Committee  on 
th\judiclary. 

%  By  Mr.  THOMAS  Of  Oklahoma: 

S.  2&gl.  A  bill  to  provide  financing  for  the 
construction  and  improvement  of  facilities 
for  the  iharketing  of  farm  products,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and\Forestry. 

By  Mr.'  McMAHON: 

S.  2092.  A  bill  Jor  the  relief  of  Rosa  Otta- 
viani;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(Mr.  CONNALLY;,  from  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations,  reported  an  original  bill 
(S.  2093)  to  amend  the  United  Nations  Par¬ 
ticipation  Act  of  1945\to  provide  for  the 
appointment  of  representatives  of  the  United 
States  in  the  organs  anth  .agencies  of  the 
United  Nations,  and  to  make  other  provision 
with  respect  to  the  participation  of  the 
United  States  in  such  organization,  which 
was  ordered  to  be  placed  on  th%  calendar, 
and  appears  under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  BUTLER: 

S.  2094.  A  bill  to  increase  the  maximum 
amount  of  any  deposit  or  trust  fund  which 
may  be  insured  by  the  Federal  Deposit ''in¬ 
surance  Corporation  under  section  12B  W 
the  Federal  Reserve  Act,  as  amended;  to  that 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 
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*|The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the-  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

Thehe  was  no  objection. 

Sdvernment  spending 

Mr.  RlClIv  Mr.  Speaker,  you  all  real¬ 
ize  that  we  &re  going  to  be  $2,000,000,- 
000  in  the  reimhis  year.  If  you  do  not 
realize  it  you  otMit  to,  and  you  ought  to 
give  serious  consideration  to  it — the  re¬ 
sults  of  the  Eighfltfirst  Congress.  As 
things  stand  now  w^svill  be  $2,000,000,- 
000  in  the  red,  and  nretoy  things  are  be¬ 
ing  proposed  that  wilI%ost  billions  of 
dollars  more.  Federal  aii^to  education, 
socialized  medicine,  arming  the  world, 
ECA — aid  to  Greece,  Turkey^Korea,  and 
so  forth.  This  bubble  is  goirk  to  burst 
in  your  face  some  day,  and  thenkyou  will 
be  accused  by  the  people  of  this  qountry 
of  wrecking  the  country  financially. 
The  responsibility  rests  directly  uporkthe 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  You  eaqh 
have  your  own  responsibility.  Every 
time  you  vote  millions  and  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  of  the  taxpayers’  money,  when  the 
taxpayers  are  hollering  for  relief,  re¬ 
member  it  is  your  fault.  Too  many  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress  now  think  that  every 
time  somebody  wants  something  we 
ought  to  give  it  to  him.  I  say  you  should 
screen  every  request  for  more  Govern¬ 
ment  money  for  new  and  old  projects 
with  a  fine-tooth  comb. 

I  was  interested  this  morning  in  noting 
the  total  amount  we  have  been  subscrib¬ 
ing  to  ECA.  The  amount  Pennsylvania 
has  to  provide  for  it  is  $387,294,000.  If 
the  Members  of  Congress  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  all  voted  for  ECA  and  then  told 
the  people  back  in  Pennsylvania  that 
they  have  to  pay  $387,000,000,  the  people 
back  home  ought  to  think  of  what  we  as 
Pennsylvanians  are  doing.  We  put  up 
to  them  to  be  taxed  to  pay  the  bill.  The 
same  thing  applies  to  every  State.  I  can 
tell  you  what  each  State  has  to  pay.  If 
you  want  to  know  the  amount,  just  ask 
me  the  question  and  I  will  tell  you,  right 
from  this  statement.  No  requests,  all 
must  be  satisfied — I  am  not.  The  social¬ 
ized  things  we  are  supposed  to  put 
through  at  this  session  just  do  not  make 
sense  to  me.  They  all  cost  money,  mucl 
money,  and  increased  cost  means  h 
creased  taxes. 

When  you  spend  you  pay. 

The  more  you  spend  the  more  y^u  tax. 
We  have  enough  taxes,  so  stop  ^rending4 

Be  wise  and  economize. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  TjftE  HOUSE 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
address  the  House  for  1  minute  and 
to  revise  and  extendpmy  remarks  a; 
include  an  article  fjCm  the  Star-Herald 
at  Scottsbluff,  Ni 

The  SPEAKER:  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  oij^the  gentleman  from  Ne¬ 
braska? 

There  waif  no  objection. 

DEDICATION  OF  MORRILL  COUNTY 
HOSPITAL 

Mi^p  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  good  folks  of  Morrill 
C«nty  dedicated  a  community  hospital 
st  Sunday.  I  had  a  small  part  in  this 
program. 


It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  this  community  built  this  hospital 
without  Federal  funds.  The  hospital  is 
paid  for.  These  people  have  real  com¬ 
munity  spirit.  The  pioneers  who  make 
up  Morrill  County  and  the  surrounding 
territory  live  close  enough  to  the  soil 
and  the  sun  to  realize  and  appreciate 
the  things  that  make  America  great. 
One  of  these  cardinal  principles  is  that 
of  individual  initiative  and  enterprise. 
They  make  their  own  security.  They 
want  freedom.  They  are  not  looking  to 
the  Government  for  assistance  on  each 
and  every  occasion.  I  wish  we  had  more 
communities  like  the  one  in  Morrill 
County.  I  commend  their  activity  to  my 
colleagues. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen-' 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RICH.  I  congratulate  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  the  people  in  his  State.  We 
need  more  of  that  kind  of  American 
-spirit. 

V  Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  thanj 
tke  gentleman. 

Ji^r.  Speaker,  the  editorial  to  whi^li  I 
referred  is  as  follows: 

ft  MORRILL  COUNTY’S  PRIDE 

The  people  of  Morrill  County  Swfiday  will 
dedicate  their  new  hospital  in /Bridgeport,.; 
There  will  ue  a  noonday  outdoor  picnic  and  ’ 
lunch,  followed  by  a  paradeJm  which  war  > 
veterans,  Boy  Scouts,  bandsf  and  other  or, 
ganizatlons  wllfcparticipatjr  Representative 
A.  L.  Miller  will  come  there  from  Washing¬ 
ton  to  make  an  address  jks  part  of  the  dedica¬ 
tion  ceremony. 

The  achievement  af  the  citizens  of  Morrill 
County  is  extremely' .  .outstanding.  They 
spurned  all  grante  and  gifts  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Governments  coffers, Accepted  no  Gov-* 
ernment  help  iof  any  kind;  They  planned^ 
built,  and  financed  this  hospHal  themselves. 
They  bougjtt  the  furnishing^’  and  equip¬ 
ment  themselves.  Everything  -went  intq 
it — tag  ys,  bake  sales,  raffles,  lodge  and 

church/  collections,  club  appropriations}; 
dedicatory  gifts — every  kind  of  method  by 
whi^b  communities  do  things  for  themselves; 
w§(ft  into  this  project.  \  & 

The  hospital  was  built  and  furnisher. 
Feady  for  use,  at  a  cost  of  around  $40,00K 
It  is  estimated  that  if  the  more  or  less} 
conventional  system  of  going  after  Gov-.; 
ernment  hand-outs  had  been  used  the  out-* 
lay  for  the  institution  would  probably  have 
run  to  somewhere  from  $80,000  to  $100,000.; 

The  Morrill  County  Hospital  at  Bridgeport 
can  truly  be  termed  a  grass-roots  enterprises' 
planned  and  created  by  and  for  the  people; 
financed  by  themselves  for  themselves.  1$ 
Is  something  of  a  throw-back  to  another  day} 
a  more  rugged  pioneer  day  when  people  did 
for  themselves,  instead  of  having  it  done  for’ 
them.  We  hope  people  from  all  communi* 
ties  in  this  region  will  help  the  people  of 
Morrill  County  celebrate  an  occasion  lit 

REORGANIZATION  OF  GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES 

Mr.  DAWSON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  H.  R.  2361,  an  act  to  provide  for  re¬ 
organization  of  Government  agencies  and 
for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  843) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
2361)  to  provide  for  the  reorganization  of 
Government  agencies,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 


have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  in¬ 
serted  by  the  Senate  amendment  Insert  the 
following: 

“title  i 
“ Short  title 

“Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Reorganization  Act  of  1949’. 

“Need  for  reorganizations 
"Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine 
and  from  time  to  time  reexamine  the  organi¬ 
zation  of  all  agencies  of  the  Government  and 
shall  determine  what  changes  therein  are 
necessary  to  accomplish  the  following  pur¬ 
poses  : 

“(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  of 
the  laws,  the  more  effective  management  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  and 
of  its  agencies  and  functions,  and  the  expe¬ 
ditious  administration  of  the  public  busi¬ 
ness; 

“(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote 
economy,  to  the  fullest  extent  consistent 
with  the  efficient  operation  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment; 

“(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  oper¬ 
ations  of  the  Government  to  the  fullest  ex¬ 
tent  practicable; 

“(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate 
agencies  and  functions  of  the  Government, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to  major  pur¬ 
poses; 

“(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by 
consolidating,  those  having  similar  functions 
under  a  single  head,  and  to  abolish  such 
agencies  or  functions  thereof  as  may  not  be 
necessary  for  the  efficient  conduct  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment;  and 

“(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  dupli¬ 
cation  of  effort. 

“(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public 
interest  demands  the  carrying  out  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  specified  in  subsection  (a)  and  that 
such  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in  great 
measure  by  proceeding  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  and  can  be  accomplished  more 
speedily  thereby  than  by  the  enactment  of 
specific  -legislation. 

"Reorganization  plans 
“Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  in¬ 
vestigation,  finds  that — 

“(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  functions  thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction 
and  control  of  any  other  agency;  or 

"(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of 
the  functions  of  any  agency;  or 

"(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof, 
with  the  whole,  or  any  part  of  any  other 
agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

“(4)  the  consolidation  or  doordinatlon  of 
any  part  of  any  agency  or  the  functions 
thereof  with  any  other  part  of  the  same 
agency  or  the  functions  thereof;  or 

“(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to 
delegate  any  of  his  functions;  or 

“(6)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency  which  agency  or  part  does  not 
have,  or  upon  the  taking  effect  of  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  will  not  have  any  functions, 
is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  of  section  2  (a),  he  shall  prepare, 
a  reorganization  plan  for  the  making  of  the 
reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has  made 
findings  and  which  he  includes  in  the  plan, 
and  transmit  such  plan  (bearing  an  identi¬ 
fying  number)  to  the  Congress,  together  with 
a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each  re¬ 
organization  included  in  the  plan,  he  has 
found  that  such  reorganization  is  necessary 
to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes 
of  section  2(a).  The  delivery  to  both  Houses 
shall  be  on  the  same  day  and  shall  be  made 
to  each  House  while  it  is  in  session.  The 
President,  in  his  message  transmitting  a  re- 
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organization  plan,  shall  specify  with  respect 
to  each  abolition  of  a  function  included  In 
the  plan  the  statutory  authority  for  the  ex¬ 
ercise  of  such  function,  and  shall  specify  the 
reduction  of  expenditures  (itemized  so  far 
as  practicable)  which  it  is  probable  will  be 
brought  about  by  the  taking  effect  of  the  re¬ 
organizations  included  in  the  plan. 

•  "Other  contents  of  plans 

“Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmit¬ 
ted  by  the  President  under  section  3 — 

"(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems 
necessary,  the  name  of  any  agency  affected 
by  a  reorganization,  and  the  title  of  its  head; 
and  shall  designate  the  name  of  any  agency 
resulting  from  a  reorganization  and  the  title 
of  its  head; 

"(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  ap¬ 
pointment  and  compensation  of  the  head  and 
one  or  more  other  officers  of  any  agency  (in¬ 
cluding  an  agency  resulting  from  a  consoli¬ 
dation  or  other  type  of  reorganization)  if  the 
President  finds,  and  in  his  message  trans¬ 
mitting  the  plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of 
a  reorganization  made  by  the  plan  such  pro¬ 
visions  are  necessary.  The  head  so  provided 
for  may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  com¬ 
mission  or  board  with  two  or  more  members. 
In  the  case  of  any  such  appointment  the  term 
of  office  shall  not  be  fixed  at  more  than  four 
years,  the  compensation  shall  not  be  at  a 
rate  in  excess  of  that  found  by  the  President 
to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable  officers  in 
the  executive  branch,  and,  if  the  appoint¬ 
ment  is  not  under  the  classified  civil  service, 
it  shall  be  by  the  President,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  except  that, 
in  the  case  of  any  officer  of  the  municipal 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  it 
may  be  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners  or 
other  body  or  officer  of  such  government  des¬ 
ignated  in  the  plan; 

“(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer 
or  other  disposition  of  the  records,  property, 
and  personnel  affected  by  any  reorganization; 

"(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer 
of  such  unexpended  balances  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  of  other  funds,  available  for  use  in 
connection  with  any  function  or  agency  af¬ 
fected  by  a  reorganization,  as  he  deems  neces¬ 
sary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for  use 
in  connection  with  the  functions  affected  by 
the  reorganization,  or  for  the  use  of  the 
agency  which  shall  have  such  functions  after 
the  reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such 
unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be 
used  only  for  the  purposes  for  which  such 
appropriation  was  originally  made; 

“(5)  shall  make  provision  for  terminating 
the  affairs  of  any  agency  abolished. 

"Limitations  on  powers  with  respect  to 
reorganizations 

“Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall 
provide  for,  and  no  reorganization  under  this 
Act  shall  have  the  effect  of — 

“(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  execu¬ 
tive  department  or  all  the  functions  thereof 
or  consolidating  any  two  or  more  executive 
departments  or  all  the  functions  thereof;  or 

“(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the 
period  authorized  by  law  for  its  existence 
or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have 
terminated  if  the  reorganization  had  not 
been  made;  or 

“(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the 
period  authorized  by  law  for  its  exercise,  or 
beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have  termi¬ 
nated  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been 
made;  or 

“(41  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise 
any  function  which  is  not  expressly  author¬ 
ized  by  law  at  the  time  the  plan  is  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress;  or 

“(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  be¬ 
yond  that  provided  by  law  for  such  office;  or 

“(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with 
any  other  agency  the  municipal  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  all  those 
functions  thereof  which  are  subject  to  this 
Act,  or  abolishing  said  government  or  all 
said  functions. 


"(b)  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  shall  take  effect  unless  the 
plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress  before 
April  1,  1963. 

•  “ Taking  effect  of  reorganizations 

“Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise 
provided  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section,  the  provisions  of  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar  days, 
of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is  trans¬ 
mitted  to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date 
of  transmittal  and  the  expiration  of  such 
sixty-day  period  there  has  not  been  passed 
by  either  of  the  two  Houses,  by  the  affirma¬ 
tive  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  authorized 
membership  of  that  House,  a  resolution 
stating  in  substance  that  that  House  does 
not  favor  the  reorganization  plan. 

“(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 
“(1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of 
the  Congress  sine  die;  but 

“(2)  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day 
period  there  shall  be  excluded  the  days  on 
which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days 
to  a  day  certain. 

“(c)  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may,  under 
provisions  cor+-\ined  in  the  plan,  be  made 
operative  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on 
which  the  plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

"Definition  of  ‘agency’  . 

“Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term 
‘agency’  means  any  executive  department, 
commission,  council,  independent  establish¬ 
ment,  Government  corporation,  board,  bu¬ 
reau,  division,  service,  office,  officer,  authority, 
administration,  or  other  establishment,  in 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government,  and 
ifteans  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the  munici¬ 
pal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
except  the  courts  thereof.  Sucb  term  does 
not  include  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  or  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  which  are  a  part  of  the  legislative 
branch  of  the  Government. 

"Matters  deemed  to  he  reorganizations 
“Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the 
term  ‘reorganization’  means  any  transfer, 
consolidation,  coordination,  authorization,  or 
abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

"Saving  provisions 

“Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and 
any  regulation  or  other  action  made,  pre¬ 
scribed,  issued,  granted,  or  performed  in  re¬ 
spect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function  affected 
by  a  reorganization  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  re¬ 
organization,  shall,  except  to  the  extent  re¬ 
scinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made  in¬ 
applicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law  or 
by  the  abolition  of  a  function,  have  the  same 
effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not  been 
made;  but  where  any  such  statute,  regula¬ 
tion,  or  other  action  has  vested  the  function 
in  the  agency  from  which  it  is  removed  under 
the  plan,  such  function  shall,  insofar  as  it 
is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes 
effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in  the 
agency  under  which  the  function  is  placed 
by  the  plan. 

“(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  the  term  ‘regulation  or  other  action’ 
means  any  regulation,  rule,  order,  policy, 
determination,  directive,  authorization,  per¬ 
mit,  privilege,  requirement,  designation,  or 
other  action. 

“(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding 
lawfully  commenced  by  or  against  the  head 
of  any  agency  or  other  officer  of  the  United 
States,  in  his  official  capacity  or  in  relation 
to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties,  shall 
abate  by  reason  of  the  taking  effect  of  any 
reorganization  plan  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or 
supplemental  petition  filed  at  any  time  with¬ 
in  twelve  months  after  such  reorganization 
plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a 


survival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  pro¬ 
ceeding  to  obtain  a  settlement  of  the  ques¬ 
tions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be  main¬ 
tained  by  or  against  the  successor  of  such 
head  or  officer  under  the  reorganization 
effected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there  be  no  such 
successor,  against  such  agency  or  officer  as 
the  President  shall  designate. 

“ Unexpended  appropriations 
"Sec.  10.  The  appropriations  or  portions 
of  appropriations  unexpended  by  reason  of 
the  operation  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  used 
for  any  purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and 
returned  to  the  Treasury. 

"Printing  of  reorganization  plans 
“Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which 
shall  take  effect  shall  be  printed  in  the  Stat¬ 
utes  at  Large  in  the  same  volume  as  the 
public  laws,  and  shall'be  printed  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register. 

“title  n 

“Sec.  201.  The  following  sections  of  this 
title  are  enacted  by  the  Congress: 

“(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making 
power  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  they 
shall  be  considered  as  part  of  the  rules  of 
each  House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only 
with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed 
in  such  House  in  the  case  of  resolutions  (as 
defined  in  section  202) ;  and  such  rules  shall 
supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that 
they  are  inconsistent  therewith;  and 

“(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  consti¬ 
tutional  right  of  either  House  to  change  such 
rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  in 
such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any 
other  rule  of  such  House. 

“Sec.  202.  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term 
‘resolution’  means  only  a  resolution  of  either 
of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the  matter 
after  the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  fol¬ 
lows:  ‘That  the _ does  not  favor  the 

reorganization  plan  numbered _ transmitted 

to  Congress  by  the  President  on _ , 

19-..’,  the  first  blank  space  therein  being  filed 
with  the  name  of  the  resolving  House  and 
the  other  blank  spaces  therein  being  appro¬ 
priately  filled;  and  does  not  include  a  reso¬ 
lution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reor¬ 
ganization  plan. 

“Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan  shall  be  referred  to  a 
committee  (and  all  resolutions  with  respect 
to  the  same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the 
same  committee)  by  the  President  of  the 
Senate  or  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  as  the  case  may  be. 

“Sec.  204.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which 
has  been  referred  a  resolution  with  respect 
to  a  reorganization  plan  has  not  reported  it 
before  the  expiration  of  ten  calendar  days 
after  its  introduction,  it  shall  then  (but  not 
before)  be  in  order  to  move  either  to  dis¬ 
charge  the  committee  from  further  consid¬ 
eration  of  such  resolution  or  to  discharge 
the  committee  from  further  consideration 
of  any  other  resolution  with  respect  to  such 
reorganization  plan  which  has  been  referred 
to  the  committee. 

“(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a 
person  favoring  the  resolution,  shall  be 
highly  privileged  (except  that  it  may  not  be 
made  after  the  committee  has  reported  a 
resolution  with  respect  to  the  same  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan),  and  debate  thereon  shall  be 
limited  to  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be 
-equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and 
those  opposing  the  resolution.  No  amend¬ 
ment  to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order,  and 
it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  recon¬ 
sider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed 
to  or  disagreed  to. 

“(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to 
or  disagreed  to,  such  motion  may  not  be  re¬ 
newed,  nor  may  another  motion  to  discharge 
the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
other  resolution  with  respect  to  the  same 
reorganization  plan. 
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“Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has 
reported,  or  has  been  discharged  from  further 
consideration  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to 
a  reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time 
thereafter  be  in  order  (even  though  a  previ¬ 
ous  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  disa¬ 
greed  to)  to  move  to  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion 
shall  be  highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be 
debatable.  No  amendment  to  such  motion 
shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order 
to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such 
motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

"(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be 
limited  to  not  to  exceed  ten  hours,  which 
shall  be  equally  divided  between  those  fa¬ 
voring  and  those  opposing  the  resolution.  A 
motion  further  to  limit  debate  shall  not  be 
debatable.  No  amendment  to,  or  motion  to 
recommit,  the  resolution  shall  be  in  order, 
and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  recon-_ 
sider  the  vote  by  which  the  resolution  is 
agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

"Sec.  206.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone, 
made  with  respect  to  the  discharge  from  com¬ 
mittee,  or  the  consideration  of,  a  resolution 
with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and 
all  motions  to  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  other  business,  shall  be  decided  without 
debate. 

"(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the 
Chair  relating  to  the  application  of  the  rules 
of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure 
relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan  shall  be  decided  without 
debate.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

William  L.  Dawson, 

Chet  Holifield, 

John  W.  McCormack, 

Clare  E.  Hoffman, 

Harold  O.  Lovre, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
John  L.  McClellan, 

James  O.  Eastland, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Irving  M.  Ives, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  2361)  to  provide 
for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agen¬ 
cies,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the 
following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report: 

The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all  of 
the  House  bill  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
Inserted  a  substitute  amendment.  The  con¬ 
ferees  have  agreed  to  a  substitute  for  both 
the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment. 
Except  for  clarifying,  clerical,  and  necessary 
conforming  changes,  the  following  statement 
explains  the  differences  between  the  House 
bill  and  the  substitute  agreed  to  in  con¬ 
ference. 

DISAPPROVAL  BY  CONGRESS 

The  House  bill  provided  that  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  should  take  effect  upon  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  first  period  of  sixty  calendar 
days  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress 
following  the  date  the  plan  was  transmitted 
to  Congress,  unless  during  such  period  the 
two  Houses  passed  a  concurrent  resolution 
disapproving  the  plan.  The  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  provided  that  a  plan  should  take  effect 
upon  the  expiration  of  such  period  unless 
during  such  period  either  House  passed  a 
simple  resolution  disapproving  the  plan. 
The  conference  substitute  provides  that  a 
plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of 
such  period  unless  during  such  period  either 
House  passes  such  a  simple  resolution  by  the 
affirmative  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  author¬ 
ized  membership  of  that  House;  that  is,  49 


Members  of  the  Senate  or  218  Members  of 
the  House  as  Congress  is  now  constituted. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  REORGANIZATION  POWERS 

The  House  bill  contained  the  following 
provision  (sec.  5  (b) ) : 

"A  reorganization  plan  providing  for  a  re¬ 
organization  affecting  any  agency  named  be¬ 
low  in  this  subsection  may  not  provide  also 
for  a  reorganization  which  does  not  affect 
such  agency;  except  that  this  prohibition 
shall  not  apply  to  the  transfer  to  such  agency 
of  the  whole  or  any  part  of,  or  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  functions  of,  any  agency  not 
go  named.  No  provision  contained  In  a  re¬ 
organization  plan  shall  take  effect  If  the  re¬ 
organization  plan  is  in  violation  of  this  sub¬ 
section.  The  agencies  above  referred  to  in 
this  subsection  are  as  follows:  National  Mili¬ 
tary  Establishment,  Board  of  Governors  of  • 
the  Federal  Reserve  System,  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission,  Railroad  Retirement  Board,  Na¬ 
tional  Mediation  Board,  and  National  Rail¬ 
road  Adjustment  Board.” 

The  Senate  amendment  eliminated  this 
provision  but  contained  a  provision  in  sec¬ 
tion  2  (b)  that  the  Congress  declared  it  to 
be  in  the  public  interest  that  each  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  contain  only  related  reorganiza¬ 
tions.  Neither  provision  is  included  in  the 
conference  substitute. 

The  House  bill  contained  a  provision  that 
no  reorganization  plan  should  provide  for, 
and  no  reorganization  under  the  bill  should 
have  the  effect  of;  establishing  any  new 
executive  department,  or  designating  any 
agency  as  “Department”  or  its  head  as 
"Secretary”.  The  Senate  amendment  elimi¬ 
nated  this  prohibition  and  it  is  not  included 
In  the  conference  substitute.  The  confer¬ 
ence  substitute  therefore  authorizes  the 
President  to  provide  for  a  new  executive 
department  in  a  reorganization  plan. 

The  House  bill  granted  permanent  reor¬ 
ganization  powers  to  the  President.  The 
Senate  amendment,  section  5  (b),  limited 
the  powers  granted  under  the  act  so  that 
no  provision  contained  in  a  reorganization 
plan  would  take  effect  unless  the  plan  is 
transmitted  to  Congress  before  April  1,  1953. 
The  conference  substitute  contains  this  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  Senate  amendment. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  OFFICERS 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  provided  that  where  a  reorganization 
plan  includes  a  provision  for  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  an  officer  not  under  the  classified 
civil  service,  the  appointment  should  be  by 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  excepted  officers  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  municipal  government  from  this 
provision,  and  provided  that  such  officers 
should  be  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Com¬ 
missioners  or  other  body  or  officer  of  such 
government  designated  in  the  plan.-  The 
conference  substitute  follows  the  language 
of  the  Senate  amendment. 

PRESIDENT'S  MESSAGE  TRANSMITTING 
REORGANIZATION  PLAN 

The  Senate  amendment  provided  that  the 
President,  in  his  message  transmitting  a 
reorganization  plan,  should  specify  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  expenditures  (itemized  so  far  as 
practicable)  which  would  probably  be  brought 
about  by  the  taking  effect  of  the  plan.  This 
provision  is  included  in  the  conference 
substitute. 

William  L.  Dawson, 

Chet  Holifield, 

John  W.  McCormack, 

Clare  E.  Hoffman, 

Harold  O.  Lovre, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  conference  report 
on  the  bill  H.  R.  2361,  an  act  to  provide 


for  reorganization  of  Government  agen¬ 
cies,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown], 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
take  this  time,  first,  to  urge  the  House  to 
accept  the  report  of  the  committee,  and, 
secondly,  to  congratulate  the  House 
members  of  the  conference  committee 
on  bringing  in  this  report.  A’so  to  com¬ 
mend  them  for  their  charity,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  or  their  willingness,  for  the  good  of 
the  country,  in  working  out  a  compromise 
arrangement  which  will  now  permit  this 
very,  very  important  Reorganization  Act 
of  1949  to  become  law.  I  believe  that  the 
enactment  of  this  bill  is  of  such  great 
importance  that,  while  I  do  not  like  to  see 
the  House  of  Representatives  surrender 
the  original  position  it  had  taken  to  an¬ 
other  legislative  body,  such  a  surrender 
in  this  particular  situation  has  been  nec¬ 
essary.  So  I  think  the  House  conferees 
have  acted  very  wisely  and  well.  My  one 
regret  is  that  this  agreement  could  not 
have  been  reached  earlier.  But  at  last 
the  conferees  have  agreed.  The  confer¬ 
ence  report  is  now  before  you.  If  it  is 
approved,  as  I  am  sure  it  will  be,  and 
certainly  hope  it  will  be,  then  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  will  soon  reach  the  White 
House,  where,  I  am  sure,  it  will  be 
promptly  signed  by  the  President,  who,  I 
understand,  is  accepting  this  compro¬ 
mise.  I  predict  the  President  will  soon 
send  to  the  Congress  a  number  of  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  which  he  has  advised 
our  commission  he  now  has  on  his  desk 
ready  for  submission. 

So  with  the  adoption  of  this  confer¬ 
ence  report  the  Congress  will  have  per¬ 
formed  its  duty  in  giving  the  President 
of  the  United  States  the  needed  author¬ 
ity  to  submit  his  reorganization  to  the 
Congress.  I  am  very  hopeful  that  the 
plans  the  President  will  submit  to  the 
Congress  will  be  such  as  to  not  meet  the 
objection  of  either  branch  of  the 
Congress. 

As  I  have  said  before,  there  are  many 
recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  on  the  reorganization  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government,  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  about  greater 
economy  and  efficiency  in  the  conduct  of 
the  public  business,  that  can  be  made 
effective  by  Executive  or  administrative 
order.  Perhaps  25  percent  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission  can  be 
made  effective  in  that  way.  Another  30 
or  40  percent  can  be  made  effective  by 
the  President  as  a  result  of  the  adoption 
of  this  Reorganization  Act.  Then  to 
make  the  remaining  35  or  40  percent  of 
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the  recommendations  effective,  the  Con¬ 
gress  itself  must  act  by  the  passage  of 
new  statutes  or  by  the  changing  of  old 
laws.  So  now  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  is  about  to  conclude  legis¬ 
lative  action  on  this  very  important  Re¬ 
organization  Act  of  1949,  which  will  per¬ 
mit  the  President  to  go  ahead  and  sub¬ 
mit  his  reorganization  plans  to  us  which 
will  put  into  effect  many  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission. 

I  have  confidence  in  the  President.  I 
very  sincerely  hope  he  will  proceed 
promptly  along  the  lines  he  has  dis- 
discussed  with  members  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  send  Congress  good  and  sound 
reorganization  plans  which  will,  in  great, 
substance,  make  effective  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  our  Commission  and 
bring  about  greater  economy  and  effi¬ 
ciency  in  Federal  affairs.  The  situation 
is  now  in  the  hands  of  the  President,  or 
will  be  as  soon  as  we  vote.  This  bill  gives 
him  certain  privileges  and  responsibili¬ 
ties  in  connection  with  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  sincerely  hope  that  he  will 
use  these  powers  wisely  and  meet  his  full 
responsibility  in  the  spirit  we  all  want 
him  to  meet  it.  I  just  as  sincerely  hope 
that  the  Congress  will  likewise  meet  its 
responsibility  promptly  and  fully  in  con¬ 
sidering  the  Hoover  Commission  reports. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Yes;  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  On  a  re¬ 
cent  visit  home  orfe  of  the  first  topics  of 
conversation  was  what  the  President 
was  going  to  do  about  the  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act.  However,  the  question  I 
wanted  to  ask  the  gentleman  was  this: 
Over  in  the  other  body  I  understand 
eight  or  nine  bills  have  been  introduced 
to  follow  out  the  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  report,  and  I 
understand  perhaps  the  same  in  the 
House.  Can  we  take  those  bills  and  pro¬ 
ceed,  or  must  we  wait  for  the  President 
to  send  up  his  bill? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Those  bills 
being  brought  up  by  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  of  the  House  and  the  Ex¬ 
penditure  Committee  of  the  Senate,  and 
by  some  other  legislative  committees, 
must  be  enacted  into  law;  because,  as 
I  said  a  moment  ago,  about  35  or  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  recommendations  of  this 
Commission,  to  be  made  effective,  will 
require  legislation.  We  are  going  just 
as  far  as  Congress  can,  by  giving  author¬ 
ity  to  the  President  to  make  it  easy  to 
reorganize  the  executive  branch,  where 
it  is  possible  to  do  so  by  delegation  of 
authority  to  the  President.  But  35  or  40 
percent  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  will  take  legislative  action 
to  make  them  effective. 

If  the  President  will  meet  his  respon¬ 
sibility  and  if  we  in  Congress  will  meet 
ours,  as  he  and  we  should,  then  a  great 
deal  of  good  can  be  accomplished  for  a 
Nation  which,  I  believe,  wants  and  needs 
economy  and  efficiency  in  the  conduct 
of  its  Government. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  question  now 
comes,  how  expeditiously  will  the  Presi¬ 


dent  move,  and  then  how  expeditiously 
will  the  House  move? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Let  me  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  advised  the  commission — and 
I  am  sure  the  President  is  a  man  of 
honor,  a  man  of  his  word — that  he  now 
has  a  number  of  reorganization  plans 
ready  to  submit  to  the  Congress,  which 
will  move'  up  here  very  rapidly.  I  do 
not  mean  by  that  that  the  President  is 
ready  to  send  plans  covering  every  phase 
of  the  Hoover  report.  It  will  take  time 
for  him  to  perform  this  comprehensive 
task.  Yet,  I  am  sure,  he  can  send  us 
many  of  these  reorganization  plans 
promptly.  I  am  sure  the  leadership  of 
the  House,  on  both  sides,  has  been  very 
sincere  in  saying  that  they  want  to  ex¬ 
pedite  the  consideration  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  reorganization  plans  and  all  reor¬ 
ganization  legislation.  I  know  that  the 
House  Committee  on  Expenditures  is 
hard  at  work  through  an  efficient  sub¬ 
committee,  to  expedite  consideration  of 
all  reorganization  matters.  I  hope  my 
colleagues  on  the  Republican  side,  as 
well  as  my  colleagues  on  the  Democratic 
side,  of  the  aisle,  will  lay  aside  political 
considerations,  and  get  behind  the  whole 
program  of  the  Hoover  Commission  for 
the  benefit  of  the  American  people.  It 
is  absolutely  necessary  we  act  promptly  if 
we  are  to  get  the  economy  and  efficiency 
we  need  in  the  Government. 

It  is  now  up  to  the  President  on  the 
one  hand,  and  the  Congress  on  the 
other,  to  quickly  consider  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  our  commission.  In  closing, 
may  I  say  that  I  realize  fully  the  difficult 
time  that  the  House  conferees  have  had 
in  connection  with  this  particular  legisla¬ 
tion — the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949 — 
and  I  wish  to  compliment  and  congrat¬ 
ulate  them  on  finally  being  able  to 
reach  the  compromise  agreement  which 
has  been  brought  before  us  today.  I 
hope  the  conference  report  will  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Hoffman],  one  of  the  con¬ 
ferees. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

BUREAUCRATIC  POLITICAL  MANEUVERING  DEFEAT¬ 
ING  ECONOMY  AND  EFFICIENCY  RECOMMENDA¬ 
TIONS  OF  THE  HOOVER  COMMISSION 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  bureaucrats  in  Federal  ex¬ 
ecutive  agencies  and  departments  with 
the  aid  of  their  political  allies  in  a  Con¬ 
gress  under  the  control  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party  organization,  are  using  their 
usual  tactics — delay  and  misrepresenta¬ 
tion — to  defeat  the  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  Commission,  which  would  re¬ 
quire  them  to  curtail  their  waste  and  ex¬ 
travagance,  give  the  people  better  service 
for  less  money. 

The  fight  is  not  a  new  one  and  ever 
since  1910,  when,  at  President  Taft’s  sug¬ 
gestion,  the  Congress  appropriated  $100,- 
000  for  the  work  of  a  commission  created 
to  point  the  way  to  give  the  people  econ¬ 
omy  and  efficiency,  the  jobholders  who 
oppose  economy  and  efficiency  in  the 
executive  departments  have  defeated 
every  effort  of  the  President  and  the 


Congress  to  give  the  people  a  dollar’s 
worth  of  service  for  every  tax  dollar 
expended. 

Prior  to  the  Eightieth  Congress,  18  at¬ 
tempts  have  been  made  by  either  the 
President  or  the  Congress,  or  one  branch 
of  the  Congress,  to  curtail  needless  ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  executive  departments. 
But  every  such  attempt  was  defeated  by 
propaganda  and  the  personal  efforts  of 
Federal  employees  who  exerted  pressure 
on  Congress. 

The  Eightieth  Congress  enacted  legis¬ 
lation  which  authorized  the  creation  of 
a  commission  to  advise  as  to  how  best 
to  carry  out  the  policy  of  Congress — 

To  promote  economy,  efficiency,  and  im¬ 
proved  service  in  the  transaction  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  business  in  the  departments,  bureaus, 
agencies,  boards,  commissions,  offices,  inde¬ 
pendent  establishments,  and  instrumentali¬ 
ties  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  by— 

(1)  limiting  expenditures  to  the  lowest 
amount  consistent  with  the  efficient  per¬ 
formance  of  essential  services,  activities,  and 
functions; 

(2)  eliminating  duplication  and  overlap¬ 
ping  of  services,  activities,  and  functions; 

(3)  consolidating  services,  activities,  and 
functions  of  a  similar  nature; 

(4)  abolishing  services,  activities,  and 
functions  not  necessary  to  the  efficient  con¬ 
duct  of  government;  and 

(5)  defining  and  limiting  executive  func¬ 
tions,  services,  and  activities. 

To  that  Commission  the  Speaker  of 
the  House,  the  President  pro  tempore 
of  the  Senate,  both  of  whom  were  Re¬ 
publicans,  and  President  Truman  each 
appointed  four  members.  Six  Demo¬ 
crats  and  six  Republicans  were  named. 

President  Truman,  a  Democrat,  ap¬ 
pointed  former  President  Hoover,  a  Re¬ 
publican,  to  head  the  Commission. 

That  Commission  employed  a  staff  of 
experts,  and  many  individuals  of  out¬ 
standing  ability  without  compensation 
voluntarily  gave  of  their  time  and  knowl¬ 
edge. 

The  Congress  gave  the  Commission  ap¬ 
proximately  $2,000,000,  and  it  spent  18 
months  in  assembling  facts  and  writing 
a  report  which  pointed  out  to  the  public 
and  the  Congress  ways  and  means  where¬ 
by  an  annual  saving  of  between  three  and 
four  billion  dollars  could  be  made  in  the 
executive  departments,  while,  at  the  same 
time,  increasing  the  efficiency  of  those 
departments. 

We  now  have  a  public  debt  of  more 
than  $250,000,000,000.  It  carries  an  an¬ 
nual  interest  charge  of  $5,000,000,000. 
Since  the  beginning  of  the  present  fiscal 
year,  we  have  gone  into  the  red  more 
than  an  additional  $1,435,000,000.  If 
present  trends  continue,  we  will,  by  July 
1,  1951,  have  an  additional  national 
deficit  of  not  less  than  $11,000,000,000. 

The  prospects  of  a  $260,000,000,000 
debt,  with  its  inevitable  interest  charge, 
a  falling  stock  market,  a  business  reces¬ 
sion,  and  increasing  unemployment  have 
awakened  the  people  and  the  Congress 
to  a  realization  that,  unless  we  mend  our 
ways,  we  will  get  another  one  of  those 
disastrous  depressions  which  no  one 
wants,  which  bring  so  much  privation 
and  suffering  to  everyone. 

Hence  it  Is  that  the  people  are  now 
demanding  in  no  uncertain  terms  that 
this  Congress  now  enact  legislation  which 
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will  implement  the  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  Commission. 

Basic  legislation  being  needed  to  en¬ 
able  the  President,  who  is  head  of  the 
executive  departments,  to  send  down  to 
the  Congress  plans  which  will  translate 
into  law  the  Commission’s- recommenda¬ 
tions,  the  Senate  and  the  House  each 
passed  a  reorganization  bill.  , 

The  bills  were  somewhat  different  in 
their  provisions,  the  principal  differences 
being  these: 

The  House  bill  did  not  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  power  to  create  or  to  transfer  an 
executive  department.  The  Senate  bill 
gave  him  that  power,  although  he  did 
not  ask  for  it  and  does  not  want  it. 

The  House  bill  provided  that  plans 
dealing  with  any  one  of  seven  named 
executive  agencies  shall  be  “one  package” 
measures.  The  Senate  bill  made  no 
exemptions. 

The  Senate  bill  provided  that  no  pro¬ 
vision  contained  in  a  reorganization  plan 
should  take  effect  unless  the  plan  was 
transmitted  to  Congress  before  April  1, 
1953.  The  House  bill  carried  no  limi¬ 
tation. 

The  House  bill  provided  that  any  re¬ 
organization  plan  sent  to  the  Congress 
should  become  effective  unless,  within 
60  calendar  days  of  continuous  session 
thereafter,  the  two  Houses  by  a  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  vetoed  the  plan. 

The  Senate  bill  provided  that  a  plan 
so  sent  down  should  not  become  effective 
if  either  House  by  resolution  disapproved 
of  the  plan. 

There  being  conflicting  provisions  in 
the  two  bills,  in  accordance  with  legis¬ 
lative  practice,  conferees — five  from  the 
Senate,  five  from  the  House,  six  Demo¬ 
crats,  four  Republicans — were  appointed 
to  effect  a  compromise. 

Until  late  yesterday  afternoon — June 
15 — the  conferees  were  unable  to  agree 
because  the  three  House  Democratic 
conferees  would  not  go  along  with  the 
procedure  carried  in  the  Senate  bill 
which  provided  that  either  House  might 
veto  a  reorganization  plan  sent  down  by 
a  President. 

The  conferees  finally  compromised  by 
agreeing  to  submit  a  report  to  their 
respective  Houses,  recommending  the 
passage  of  a  bill  which  would  (a)  give 
the  President  power  to  create  or  to 
transfer  an  executive  department;  (b) 
strike  from  the  House  bill  the  exemption 
of  the  seven  named  executive  agencies 
and  the  “one  package”  requirement; 
(c)  accept  the  provision  in  the  Senate 
bill  that  no  plan  sent  down  should  be¬ 
come  effective  unless  it  was  submitted 
to  the  Congress  prior  to  April  1,  1953. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  admit  that  the  House  conferees,  all 
of  us,  worked  hard  and  dilegently  and 
explored  every  avenue  to  try  and  effect 
a  compromise  on  this? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  There 
is  no  disagreement  about  that.  I  was 
trying  to  say  that  the  gentleman  came 
out  with  more  than  he  took  into  the 
conference. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  wish  I  could 
plead  guilty  to  that. 


Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  The 
gentleman  wants  to  plead  guilty  to  sur¬ 
rendering.  I  want  him  to  boast  of  a 
victory. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  We  wanted  to  get 
a  bill  through.  But  I  did  not  mean  to 
rise  for  that  purpose.  I  wanted  to  ask 
the  gentleman,  Did  not  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  do  everything  possible  to  try  to 
arrive  at  an  agreement? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  We 
finally  got  one.  The  only  point  where 
I  disagree  with  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  and  the  other  House  con¬ 
ferees  is  this:  If  I  understand  the  gen¬ 
tleman  correctly,  he  is  intimating  we 
made  some  sort  of  a  surrender.  I  am 
charging  that  he  came  out  with  a  vic¬ 
tory.  He  does  not  find  fault  with  that, 
does  he? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  will  have  to 
find  the  gentleman  guilty  of  making  a 
charge  that  I  cannot  subscribe  to. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  The 
gentleman  does  not  want  to  be  charged 
with  a  victory  for  the  House? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  No  member  of 
the  House  conferees  engaged  in  any 
kind  of  politics  in  arriving  at  an  agree¬ 
ment  on  our  differences? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  do 
not  know  about  that. 

The  point  which  had  been  deadlock¬ 
ing  the  conferees  7  to  3,  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  a  plan  sent  down 
by  the  President  should  become  the  law 
of  the  land,  was  compromised  by  an 
agreement  that  such  a  plan  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  shall  become  effective 
upon  the  expiration  of  the  first  period 
of  60  calendar  days,  of  continuous  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress,  following  the  date 
on  which  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  it; 
but  only  if,  between  the  date  of  trans¬ 
mittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  60- 
day  period  there  has  not  been  passed  by 
either  of  the  two  Houses,  by  the  affirma¬ 
tive  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  authorized 
membership  of  that  House,  a  resolution 
stating  in  substance  that  that  House 
does  not  favor  the  reorganization  plan. 

That  conference  report  is  now  before 
the  House  and,  if  we  are  to  have  legisla¬ 
tion  putting  into  effect  any  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission, 
the  Congress  must  adopt  this  report  and 
without  delay  give  consideration  to  any 
plan  sent  down  by  the  President,  or  to 
bills  introduced  by  Members  which  seek 
to  make  effectual  recommendations  of 
the  Commission.. 

Once  more,  the  jobholding,  spending, 
power-seeking  bureaucrats  in  the  agen¬ 
cies  and  the  departments,  acting  through 
their  political  allies  in  the  House,  have 
delayed  action  on  the  economy  and  effi¬ 
ciency  program  recommended  by  the 
Hoover  Commission  and  so  strongly  en¬ 
dorsed  and  demanded  by  the  taxpayers 
of  the  country. 

Under  the  basic  legislation,  for  a  plan 
to  become  effective,  it  is  necessary  that 
it  be  sent  down  by  the  President  and 
reach  the  Congress  at  least  60  legislative 
days  before  final  adjournment. 

The  Reorganization  Act  of  1946  pro¬ 
vides,  in  substance,  that  the  Congress 
shall  adjourn  not  later  than  the  31st 
day  of  July  unless  there  is  some  national 
emergency. 


Hence  it  will  be  seen  that,  through 
their  delaying  tactics,  the  bureaucrats 
have  won  the  first  skirmish  in  their  battle 
to  continue  in  control  of  the  executive 
departments. 

It  is  understood  that  the  President  has 
caused  several  plans,  which  are  more  or 
less  in  accord  with  the  Hoover  recom¬ 
mendations,  to  be  drafted,  and  that,  as 
soon  as  the  present  measure  now  pend¬ 
ing  before  the  House  is  adopted,  those 
plans  will  be  sent  down  to  us. 

But  the  bureaucratic  opponents  have 
another  method  of  sabotaging  any  efforts 
to  curtail  either  their  power  or  their  ex¬ 
penditures.  It  has  always  been  their 
practice  to  meet  any  effort  to  curtail 
their  authority  or  their  activities,  to, 
when  a  bill  was  introduced,  send  up  a 
measure  of  their  own,  which,  while  la¬ 
beled  a  bill  to  promote  economy  and  effi¬ 
ciency,  always  carried  provisions  which 
prevented  the  accomplishment  of  those 
purposes  and  which  usually,  if  accepted 
by  the  Congress,  when  interpreted  by 
the  administrative  officers,  gave  them 
greater  authority,  called  for  larger  ap¬ 
propriations;  and  that  is  the  procedure 
which  they  have  adopted  in  connection 
with  their  effort  to  defeat  this  fight  for 
economy  and  efficiency. 

The  Hoover  Commission  employed 
Gerry  Morgan,  who  for  some  12  years  was 
employed  in  the  Office  of  the  Legislative 
Counsel  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
He  assisted  in  drafting  many  of  the  bills 
which  later  became  the  law  of  the  land. 
He  has  had  years  of  experience. 

For  the  Hoover  Commission  and  while 
employed  by  it,  he  drafted  some  15  bills 
designed  to  carry  out  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  Those 
bills  were  transmitted  to  the  chairman  of 
the  standing  committees  of  the  House. 

A  very  brief  summary  of  those  bills  and 
what,  so  far  as  I  know,  happened  to  them, 
follows: 

General  management:  A  bill  dealing 
with  the  general  management  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government  was 
forwarded  to  the  chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Exec¬ 
utive  Departments.  It  was  introduced 
by  him  on  February  10,  1949,  and  carries 
the  number  H.  R.  2613. 

On  February  24  it  was  announced  that 
public  hearings  would  begin  on  March  1. 
The  hearings,  however,  were  postponed, 
and  to  date  none  has  been  held  on  that 
bill. 

Office  of  General  Services:  A  bill  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  supply  activities  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  was  introduced  by  the  chairman 
of  the  same  committee  on  February  14. 
Its  number  is  H.  R.  2641.  No  hearings 
were  held  on  this  bill,  but  hearings  were 
held  by  the  Holifleld  subcommittee  on 
H.  R.  2781 — the  Federal  Property  Act — 
which  was  written  prior  to  the  release  of 
the  Hoover  Commission’s  reports. 

Budgeting  and  accounting:  A  bill  on 
this- subject  was  sent  over  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Committee  on  Expend¬ 
itures  in  the  Executive  Departments  by 
mail  2  or  3  months  ago  and  as  yet  has 
not  been  introduced. 

Post  Office:  A  bill  covering  the  recom¬ 
mendations  dealing  with  the  Post  Of¬ 
fice  was  delivered  by  Carter  Manasco  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil 
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Service  Committee  of  the  House  several 
months  ago  but  as  yet  this  bill  has  not 
been  introduced  in  the  House. 

Personnel:  A  bill  to  enact  into  law  the 
recommendations  contained  in  the 
Hoover  Commission  report  on  Personnel 
Management  was  sent  to  the  chairman 
of  the  House  Post  Office  and  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Committee,  but  as  yet  this  bill  has 
not  been  introduced. 

Veterans  Life  Insurance  Corporation: 
The  only  recommendation  contained  in 
the  Commission’s  report  on  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  which  required  legisla¬ 
tion  is  one  which  recommended  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  Veterans’  Life  Insurance  Cor¬ 
poration  and  a  bill  to  do  this  was  mailed 
to  the  chairman  of  the  House  Veterans 
Committee. 

It  is  expected  that  this  bill  will  be>in- 
troduced  within  a  day  or  two. 

National  Security  Organization:  Mr. 
Morgan  sent  a  bill  covering  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  recommendations  on  the  National 
Security  Organization  to  the  chairman  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee.  My  in¬ 
formation  is  that  this  bill  will  not  be  in¬ 
troduced  at  the  present  time.  There  is 
pending  before  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  a  bill  very  similar  to  the  Tydings 
bill  to  carry  out  the  recommendations  of 
the  President  regarding  the  National  Se¬ 
curity  Organization  and  that  bill  is  in 
some  of  its  major  aspects  in  agreement 
with  the  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations. 

There  is  some  publicity  to  the  effect 
that  that  bill  will  not  be  acted  upon  by 
the  Armed  Services  Committee. 

Agriculture:  A  bill  on  this  subject  was 
sent  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of 
the  House  but  as  yet  has  not  been  in¬ 
troduced  in  the  House. 

Interior:  A  bill  dealing  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  for  the  Interior  Department 
was  sent  to  the  Public  Lands  Committee 
in  the  early  part  of  last  week,  but  as  yet, 
has  not  been  introduced  in  the  House. 

Treasury  Department:  A  bill  dealing 
with  the  Hoover  Commission’s  recom¬ 
mendations  for  the  Treasury  Department 
was  sent  over  last  week  to  the  chairman 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments  and  has 
not  yet  been  introduced  in  the  House. 

Commerce:  A  bill  to  enact  into  law  the 
recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  regarding  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  was  sent  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Com- 
mitte  of  the  House,  but  has  not  as  yet 
been  introduced. 

United  Medical  Administration:  A  bill 
to  create  a  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion  as  recommended  by  the  Hoover 
Commission  was  sent  to  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments  2  or  3  weeks 
ago  and  as  yet  has  not  been  introduced 
in  the  House. 

Overseas  administration:  A  bill  to 
create  a  Commission  to  make  a  study  of 
the  administration  of  overseas  activities 
of  the  Government  was  sent  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  House  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 
last  week  and  this  bill  likewise,  has  not 
been  introduced  in  the  House. 

Department  of  Welfare :  A  bill  to  create 
a  Department  of  Welfare  as  recommend¬ 


ed  by  the  Hoover  Commission  was  sent 
to  the  chairman  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  De¬ 
partments  2  weeks  ago  but  as  yet  has  not 
been  introduced  in  the  House. 

Instead  of  waiting  for  the  Hoover  re¬ 
port  and  its  recommendations,  Mr. 
Ewing,  head  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  who,  while  holding  a  Federal  job, 
has  been  going  about  the  country  in  an 
attempt  to  put  over  socialized  medicine 
and  compulsory  health  insurance,  caused 
the  legal  department  of  the  agency  he 
heads  to  draft  a  bill  which  sought  to  blow 
up  his  agency  into  a  department,  make 
him  the  head  of  the  department,  a  mem¬ 
ber;  of  the  Cabinet,  instead  of  the  head  of 
an  agency. 

That  bill,  an  opening  wedge  for  so¬ 
cialized  medicine  and  compulsory  health 
insurance,  and  Mr.  Ewing’s  effort  are 
typical  of  the  methods  of  the  bureaucrats 
which  they  have  successfully  used  ever 
since  1910  to  defeat  any  move  looking 
toward  economy  and  efficiency  in  the 
various  agencies  and  departments. 

After  striking  some  provision  from  Mr. 
Ewing’s  bill,  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  on  February  15  reported  out  H.  R. 
782,  a  modified  version  of  Mr.  Ewing’s  bill. 
A  rule  was  obtained  and  the  bill  was 
scheduled  for  consideration  by  the  House 
on  May  17,  but  for  some  reason  the  House 
leadership  withdrew  consideration  of  it 
at  that  time. 

On  that  date,  May  17,  from  the  floor, 
attention  was  called  by  me  to  the  fact 
that  the  bill  did  not  conform  to  the 
recommendations  of  the  Commission — 
Congressional  Record,  May  17,  pages 
6480-6482. 

Regulatory  agencies:  A  bill  making 
certain  changes  in  the  laws  applicable 
to  the  regulatory  agencies  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  as  recommended  by  the  Hoover 
Commission,  was  sent  to  the  chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments  a  week  or  two 
ago,  but  this  bill  also  has  not  been  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House. 

The  delay  in  passing  the  original  en¬ 
abling  legislation  and  the  failure  of  the 
conferees  to  agree  promptly  has  made  far 
more  difficult  the  task  of  getting  worth¬ 
while  remedial  legislation  at  this  session 
of  the  Congress. 

From  a  practical  standpoint,  we  can¬ 
not  get  such  legislation  through  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  any  plan  sent  down  by  the 
President  unless  the  Congress  continues 
in  session  beyond  July  31. 

Even  if  it  does  continue  in  session  well 
into  August,  all  familiar  with  legislative 
processes  know  that  it  is  almost  impos¬ 
sible  to  get  well-written,  well-considered 
legislation  in  the  closing  days  of  any 
session. 

The  task  of  writing  reorganization  leg¬ 
islation  which  will  be  effective;  which 
will  give  us  less,  instead  of  greater,  costs; 
which  will  give  us  more,  instead  of  less, 
efficiency,  is  a  tremendous  one. 

The  Hoover  Commission,  as  we  all 
know,  had  the  aid  of  many,  many  ex¬ 
perts,  self-sacrificing  individuals,  who 
brought  to  their  task  years  of  experience 
and  technical  skill.  They  did,  however, 
but  a  part  of  the  Job.  They  told  us, 
through  their  voluminous  reports,  where 
there  was  waste,  duplications  and  ineffi¬ 


ciency,  but  they  did  not,  except  as  to  the 
bills  referred  to  as  having  been  drafted 
by  Mr.  Morgan,  tell  us  how  to  do  the 
technical  job  of  drafting  the  legislation. 

Attention  has  already  been  called  to 
the  bill  sent  up  by  Mr.  Ewing  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  and  to  his  ef¬ 
fort  to  blow  Up  his  agency  into  a  full- 
fledged  department  and,  through  legis¬ 
lation,  force  upon  the  people  compulsory 
health  insurance,  socialized  medicine. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  that  other  bills 
have  been,  or  will  be,  sent  up  by  the  de¬ 
partments  and  that,  when  any  bill  which 
attempts  in  any  way  to  curtail  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  any  existing  agency  or  depart¬ 
ment  comes  before  a  committee,  some 
agency  or  department  in  the  Federal 
Government  will  attempt  to  write  that 
legislation  so  that  it  will  serve  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  agency  or  the  department, 
or  both. 

That  is  standard  practice.  Those  who 
serve  on  legislative  committees  ar,e  fa¬ 
miliar  with  it  and  know  how  almost  im¬ 
possible  it  is  for  a  congressional  com¬ 
mittee  to  write  a  bill  without  incorporat¬ 
ing  in  it  the  self-serving  provisions  of 
the  various  departments,  each  of  which 
ordinarily  is  jealous  of  the  others,  but 
all  of  whom,  when  an  attempt  is  made 
to  correct  legislative  or  administrative 
‘  faults,  unite  in  a  solid  front,  compromise 
their  differences,  and  direct  a  unified,  al¬ 
most  irresistible  pressure  on  legislative 
committees. 

Inasmuch  as  the  delay  in  enacting  the 
basic  legislation  has  so  greatly  lessened 
the  opportunity  for  this  Congress  to  do 
a  worth-while  job  if  it  waits  for  the  plans 
which  may  be  sent  down  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent — and  it  must  be  remembered  that 
those  plans,  when  they  come  down,  can¬ 
not  be  amended  but  must  be  either  ac¬ 
cepted  or  rejected  as  written — I  yester¬ 
day  introduced  11  bills,  nine  of  which 
were  introduced  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Wisconsin. 

All  of  these  bills  were  drafted  by  Mr. 
Morgan  at  a  time  when  he  was  in  the 
employ  of  the  Hoover  Commission  and 
each  is  an  attempt  to  translate  into  leg¬ 
islation  a  recommendation  of  that  Com¬ 
mission. 

The  drafting  of  such  bills  requires 
technical  knowledge,  not  only  of  the  me¬ 
chanics  of  the  bill,  but  a  knowledge  of 
the  facts  upon  which  it  is  based  and  of 
the  interpretation  and  effect  of  previous 
legislation. 

Lack  of  time  has  prevented  a  thor¬ 
ough  study  of  the  Hoover  reports.  It  is 
doubtful  if  many  of  the  Members  of 
Congress  have  had  the  opportunity  to  go 
through  these  reports  and  the  reports  of 
the  task  force,  to  evaluate  the  facts  dis¬ 
closed  by  the  hearings  or  to  properly  as¬ 
similate  the  sometimes  conflicting  views 
of  the  members  of  the  Commission. 

For  myself,  I  can  only  say  that  I  do  not 
accept  the  Hoover-  Commission  reports 
as  revelations  from  on  high,  to  be  ac¬ 
cepted  and  followed  as  one  wishes  to  ac¬ 
cept  and  follow  the  Ten  Commandments. 

Practically  everyone  joins  in  the  de¬ 
sire  to  put  into  legislation  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission  and, 
where  there  are  differences  of  opinion, 
they  will  ordinarily  be  only  as  to  the 
method  of  doing  the  job. 
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Because  our  time  will  be  limited,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  ability  and  character  of  the 
members  of  the  Commission  and  the 
staff  force  employed  by  it,  it  may  be  as¬ 
sumed  that  the  Members  of  the  House, 
and  I  know  I  shall,  attempt  to  faithfully 
follow  these  reports  and  recommenda¬ 
tions. 

In  order  that  we  may  get  started  on 
the  job,  I  yesterday  introduced  bills,  all 
written  by  Mr.  Morgan,  dealing  with  the 
following  subjects: 

H.  R.  5172,  Administration  of  overseas 
activities. 

H.  R.  5173,  Regulatory  agencies. 

H.  R.  5174,  Treasury  Department. 

H.  R.  5175,  Department  of  Welfare. 

H.  R.  5176,  Interior. 

H.  R.  5177,  Post  Office. 

H.  R.  5178,  Budgeting  and  Accounting. 

H.  R.  5179,  Agriculture. 

H.  R.  5180,  Commerce. 

H.  R.  5181,  Extension  of  Civil  Service. 

H.  R.  5182,  United  Medical  Adminis¬ 
tration. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  committees  to 
which  these  bills  are  referred  will,  with¬ 
out  delay,  give  them  such  consideration 
as  time  will  permit.  It  is  also  my  hope 
that  when  the  departments  begin  to  re¬ 
write  these  bills,  as  they  undoubtedly 
will,  and  when  their  representatives  come 
up  to  testify,  the  various  committees  will 
call  upon  members  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  to  make  answer  to  any  sugges¬ 
tions  which  the  representatives  of  the 
agencies  or  the  departments  may  make. 

Beyond  question,  the  departments  will 
make  use  of  the  old  effective  practice  to 
“git  thar  fust  with  the  mostest.” 

I  have  suggested  before  and  I  suggest 
again,  that  the  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Exec¬ 
utive  Departments,  of  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Holifield]  is 
chairman,  be  given  whatever  sums  may 
be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  employ 
some  of  the  experts  who  served  with  the 
Hoover  Commission  so  that  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  full  committee  may  have 
available  for  advice  and  information  ex¬ 
perts  who  are  familiar  with  the  work  of 
the  Commission  and  who  have  the  skill 
to  put  into  legislative  form  such  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission  as  may  be 
desirable  to  effectuate  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  made. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Rich]. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
congratulate  the  conference  committee 
on  this  report.  I  realize  that  there  are 
some  things  in  it  that  just  do  not  suit 
me.  But,  the  legislation  that  we  pass, 
as  a  rule,  is  generally  a  compromise,  and 
I  think  the  committee  did  a  fine  job  and 
I  want  to  congratulate  our  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Daw¬ 
son]  and  the  members  of  the  conference 
committee  because  I  think  they  did  a 
good  job,  probably  the  best  that  could 
be  had  if  we  get  ary  legislation  at  all. 

It  has  been  said  here  many  times  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States  will 
necessarily  have  to  get  busy  if  we  are 
going  to  get  some  legislation  for  reor¬ 
ganization  which  will  be  of  benefit  to 


the  country,  and  if  this  legislation  is  to 
be  of  any  service  and  economy  in  gov¬ 
ernment  whatever.  But,  the  thing  that 
I  want  to  do  now  is  to  warn  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  what  is  going  to  happen.  The 
President  of  the  United  States  may  send 
and  I  hope  he  will  send  legislation  down 
here  for  the  consolidation  of  depart¬ 
ments  or  the  changing  of  the  various  de¬ 
partments  according  to  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Hoover  Commission,  or 
it  may  not  be  according  to  those  recom¬ 
mendations  but  for  efficiency  and  econo¬ 
my  in  Government.  But,  when  he  sends 
this  legislation  here  to  the  House,  which 
I  hope  is  going  to  mean  and  will  have 
to  mean  economy  to  the  Government  if 
this  Nation  of  ours  is  going  to  survive — 
when  that  legislation  is  sent  up  here  you 
are  going  to  see  the  biggest  bunch  of 
lobbyists  like  bees  from  the  departments 
of  this  Government  in  these  galleries  that 
you  have  ever  seen  in  all  your  life,  trying 
to  stop  economy  and  consolidation,  be¬ 
cause  it  will  mean  losing  jobs. 

It  is  going  to  be  a  real  job  now  to  keep 
these  bureaucratic  bees  away  from  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress.  It  will  be  ten  times 
worse  than  it  was  yesterday,  when  we 
had  all  the  Army  officers  up  in  the  gal¬ 
lery,  or  when  a  few  weeks  ago  we  had  up 
labor  legislation  and  the  galleries  were 
filled  with  labor  representatives.  When 
representatives  of  the  departments  of 
the  Government  come  into  your  office  and 
tell  you  the  legislation  the  President 
sends  down  here  is  all  wrong,  you  just 
make  up  your  minds  that  you  want  to 
think  for  yourself,  and  try  to  put  some 
of  this  legislation  into  effect,  if  we  are 
going  to  get  any  economy;  and  that  is 
going  to  be  absolutely  necessary  if  our 
Government  is  to  survive. 

I  realize  that  all  this  legislation  is  not 
going  to  suit  me,  but  I  am  going  to  try 
to  go  along  with  the  President,  and  I 
hope  he  will  send  legislation  here  and 
send  it  here  quickly,  so  we  can  get  some 
benefit  from  it  at  this  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  4 

The  warning  I  give  to  you  Members  of 
Congress  now  is  to  be  vigilant,  to  keep 
<your  eyes  and  ears  wide  open.  Let  these 
department  heads  come  down  here  and 
talk  a  lot  to  you,  but  you  listen  to  the 
committees  that  are  going  to  send  in  the 
legislation.  They  are  your  watchdog  of 
the  Treasury.  The  president  of  the 
United  States  is  not  going  to  send  some¬ 
thing  down  here  that  will  wreck  us,  I  am 
sure  of  that.  The  legislation  he  does 
send  down  here  will  need  your  considera¬ 
tion.  I  am  sure  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
IMr.  Dawson]  ,  is  going  to  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  it.  We  are  going  to  try  to  report 
it  to  you  with  our  recommendations  just 
as  soon  as  it  lands  here  and  we  can  give 
it  the  proper  consideration.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Holifield] 
who  is  going  to  be  the  chairman  of  this 
subcommittee,  and  the  other  members 
of  that  subcommittee,  are  going  to  work 
hard  and  bring  the  legislation  in  here  as 
quickly  as  we  possibly  can.  Let  us  hope 
that  it  means  a  reorganization  of  our 
Government  to  the  extent  that  there  will 
be  more  economy  and  more  efficiency  in 
operation  of  all  departments  of  Govern¬ 
ment.  That  Is  all  I  hope  for  and  I  am 


sure  that  is  what  we  will  get  before  this 
reorganization  is  over  if  the  President 
and  the  Congress  do  the  right  thing. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  be  permitted  to  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  pending  conference 
report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MICHENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  most 
enthusiastically  support  this  conference 
report.  All  the  details  have  been  ex¬ 
plained.  The  provisions  of  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  bill  as  it  passed  the  House  and  as 
it  was  amended  by  the  Senate  have  been 
composed.  This  report  is  unanimous. 
We  can  now  go  forward  from  here.  It 
is  interesting  to  think  in  retrospect  but  it 
is  more  realistic  to  think  in  prospect.  It 
does  not  make  much  difference  now  just 
what  the  dispute  among  the  conferees 
was.  That  is  water  over  the  dam.  I 
hope  no  partisanship  was  involved. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  received  numer¬ 
ous  communications  and  resolutions 
from  constituents,  organizations,  and 
groups  urging  the  adoption  of  the  Hoover 
report,  as  they  refer  to  this  matter, 
without  any  change  or  reservations. 
These  communications  which  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  make  it  abundantly  clear  that  few 
of  the  people  back  home  fully  under¬ 
stand  just  what  the  Hoover  Commission 
was,  including  its  origin,  its  powers, 
limitations,  and  functions.  It  seems  to 
me  that  it  is  apropos  that  I  include  in 
these  remarks  the  law  setting  up  the 
Hoover  Commission  as  it  was  enacted 
by  the  Eightieth  Congress  and  approved 
by  the  President  on  July  7,  1947.  Public 
Law  162,  Eightieth  Congress,  reads  as 
follows  : 

[Public  Law  162 — 80th  Cong.] 
[Chapter  207 — 1st  sess.] 

H.  R.  776 

An  act  for  the  establishment  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 

Branch  of  the  Government 

Be  it  enacted,  etc. — 

DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Section  1.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the 
policy  of  Congress  to  promote  economy,  effi¬ 
ciency,  and  improved  service  in  the  transac¬ 
tion  of  the  public  business  in  the  depart¬ 
ments,  bureaus,  agencies,  boards,  commis¬ 
sions,  offices,  independent  establishments, 
and  instrumentalities  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  by — 

(1)  limiting  expenditures  to  the  lowest 
amount  consistent  with  the  -efficient  per¬ 
formance  of  essential  services,  activities,  and 
functions: 

(2)  eliminating  duplication  and  overlap¬ 
ping  of  services,  activities,  and  functions; 

(3)  consolidating  services,  activities,  and 
functions  of  a  similar  nature; 

(3)  abolishing  services,  activities,  and 
functions  not  necessary  to  the  efficient  con¬ 
duct  of  government;  and 

(6)  defining  and  limiting  executive  func¬ 
tions,  services,  and  activities. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  THE  COMMISSION  ON  ORGAN¬ 
IZATION  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  policy  set  forth  in  section  1  of  this  act, 
there  is  hereby  established  a  bipartisan  com¬ 
mission  to  be  known  as  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
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Government  (in  this  act  referred  to  as  the 
“Commission”). 

MEMBERSHIP  OP  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Number  and  appointment:  The 
Commission  shall  be  composed  of  12  mem¬ 
bers,  as  follows: 

(1)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  two  from  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  two  from  private 
life; 

(2)  Four  appointed  by  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  Senate,  two  from  the  Senate 
and  two  from  private  life;  and 

(3)  Four  appointed  by  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  two  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  two  from  pri¬ 
vate  life. 

(b)  Political  affiliation:  Of  each  class  of 
two  members  mentioned  in  subsection  (a), 
not  more  than  one  member  shall  be  from 
each  of  the  two  major  political  parties. 

(c)  Vacancies:  Any  vacancy  in  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  not  affect  its  powers,  but  shall 
be  filled  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the 
original  appointment  was  made. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  4.  The  Commission  shall  elect  a  Chair¬ 
man  and  a  Vice  Chairman  from  among  its 
members. 

QUORUM 

Sec.  5.  Seven  members  of  the  Commission 
shall  constitute  a  quorum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
COMMISSION 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Members  of  Congress :  Members 
of  Congress  who  are  members  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  serve  without  compensation  in 
addition  to  that  received  for  their  services  as 
Members  of  Congress;  but  they  shall  be  reim¬ 
bursed  for  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  nec¬ 
essary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  the  duties  vested  in  the 
Commission. 

(b)  Members  from  the  executive  branch: 
The  members  of  the  Commission  who  are  in 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  shall 
each  receive  the  compensation  which  he 
would  receive  if  he  were  not  a  member  of  the 
Commission,  plus  such  additional  compen¬ 
sation,  if  any  (notwithstanding  sec.  6  of 
the  aet  of  May  10,  1916,  as  amended;  39  Stat. 
582;  6  U.  S.  C.  58) ,  as  is  necessary  to  make  his 
aggregate  salary  $12,500;  and  they  shall  be 
reimbursed  for  travel,  subsistence,  and  other 
necessary  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the 
performance  of  the  duties  vested  in  the 
Commission. 

(c)  Members  from  private  life:  The  mem¬ 
bers  from  private  life  shall  each  receive  $50 
per  diem  when  engaged  in  the  performance 
of  duties  vested  in  the  Commission,  plus  re¬ 
imbursement  for  travel,  subsistence,  and 
other  necessary  expenses  Incurred  by  them  in 
the  performance  of  such  duties. 

STAFF  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  7.  The  Commission  shall  have  power 
to  appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such 
personnel  as  it  deems  advisable,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  civil-service 
laws  and  the  Classification  Act  of  1923,  as 
amended. 

EXPENSES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  8.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treas¬ 
ury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  so  much  hs 
may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  act. 

EXPIRATION  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  9.  Ninety  days  after  the  submission 
to  the  Congress  of  the  report  provided  for 
in  section  10  (b),  the  Commission  shall  cease 
to  exist. 

DUTIES  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  10.  (a)  Investigation:  The  Commis¬ 
sion  shall  study  and  investigate  the  present 
organization  and  methods  of  operation  of  all 


departments,  bureaus,  agencies,  boards, 
commissions,  offices,  Independent  establish¬ 
ments,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government,  to  determine 
what  changes  therein  are  necessary  in  their 
opinion  to  accomplish  the  purposes  set  forth 
In  section  1  of  this  act. 

(b)  Report:  Within  10  days  after  the 
Eighty-first  Congress  is  convened  and  or¬ 
ganized,  the  Commission  shall  make  a  re¬ 
port  of  its  findings  and  recommendations  to 
the  Congress. 

POWERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Hearings  and  sessions:  The 
Commission,  or  any  member  thereof,  may, 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  act,  hold  such  hearings  and  sit 
and  act  at  such  times  and  places,  and  take 
such  testimony,  as  the  Commission  or  such 
member  may  deem  advisable.  Any  member 
of  the  Commission  may  administer  oaths  or 
affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before 
the  Commission  or  before  such  member. 

(b)  Obtaining  official  data:  The  Commis¬ 
sion  is  authorized  to  secure  directly  from 
any  executive  department,  bureau,  agency, 
board,  commission,  office,  independent  es¬ 
tablishment,  or  instrumentality  informa¬ 
tion,  suggestions,  estimates,  and  statistics 
for  the  purpose  of  this  act;  and  each  such 
department,  bureau,  agency,  board,  com¬ 
mission,  office,  establishment,  or  instrumen¬ 
tality  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish 
such  information,  suggestions,  estimates, 
and  statistics  directly  to  the  Commission, 
upon  request  made  by  the  Chairman  or  Vice 
Chairman. 

Approved,  July  7,  1947. 

This  was  a  nonpartisan  Commission. 
I  stress  the  fact  that  four  members  were 
appointed  by  the  President,  four  by  the 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate,  and 
four  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House.  This 
was  in  the  Eightieth  Congress.  Michigan 
was  especially  interested  because  Senator 
Vandenberg,  as  President  pro  tempore  of 
the  Senate,  appointed  as  one  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  the  very  able  Dr. 
James  K.  Pollock,  director  of  the  political 
science  department  of  the  University  of 
Michigan.  Our  State  was  also  gratified 
because  Speaker  Martin  of  the  House  ap¬ 
pointed  former  President  Herbert  Hoover 
a  member  of  the  Commission,  who  later 
by  virtue  of  an  election  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  became  its  Chairman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  the  possible  excep¬ 
tion  of  world  peace,  no  subject  is  more 
discussed  and  more  in  the  public  mind 
today  than  the  necessity  for  economy 
on  the  part  of  Government.  The  Hoover 
Commission  feels  that  at  least  $3,000,- 
000,000  of  the  taxpayers’  money  can  be 
saved,  and  better  and  more  efficient  gov¬ 
ernment  in  behalf  of  all  of  the  people 
can  be  accomplished,  if  its  recommenda¬ 
tions  are  put  into  effect. 

I  have  made  it  very  clear  to  my  con¬ 
stituents  that  I  favor  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  report  lock,  stock,  and  barrel, 
and  that  I  am  committed  to  do  each  and 
every  thing  within  my  power  to  speed 
action  on  the  several  plans  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion  that  will  be  suggested  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  by  virtue  of  the  authority  given  to 
him  under  this  reorganization  law. 
This  is  no  time  to  talk.  The  hour  of 
action  has  arrived,  and  this  is  the  time 
of  the  essence.  The  people  want  reduc¬ 
tions  in  the  expense  of  government  and 
we,  as  Members  of  Congress,  are  doing 
less  than  our  duty  if  we  permit  the  pres¬ 
ent  extravagant,  wasteful  methods  now 


practiced  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  without  at  least  an  effort  to 
better  the  situation. 

Of  course  it  will  be  impossible  to  carry 
out  all  the  details  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations.  No  law  and 
no  recommendations  of  this  character 
are  infallible.  The  principle,  however, 
is  right  and  if  the  Congress  forgets  pol¬ 
itical  considerations  and  thinks  only  of 
the  welfare  of  the  Nation,  the  American 
economy,  and  the  taxpayers’  money, 
much  good  can  be  accomplished.  I  hope 
the  President  will  interpret  this  power 
given  to  him  as  a  challenge  to  speed  up 
his  recommendations  bringing  about  re¬ 
organization,  and  I  feel  that  I  am  speak¬ 
ing  for  a  vast  majority  of  the  Congress 
when  I  predict  that  presidential  reorgan¬ 
ization  proposals  will  receive  prompt  and 
sympathetic  consideration  on  the  part  of 
Congress,  to  the  end  that  the  objectives 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  recommenda¬ 
tions  may  be  effectuated  in  full.  The 
President  and  the  Congress  must  work  as 
a  team.  Existing  departments  and  bu¬ 
reaus  must  not  be  permitted  to  dominate. 
The  responsibility  is  ours,  we  must  not 
fail. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  H.  R.  2361  are  to  be  congratu¬ 
lated  on  having  achieved  an  agreement 
with  the  Senate  and  permitting  this  im¬ 
portant  piece  of  legislation  to  be  sent  to 
the  President,  for  his  signature.  There 
can  be  little  doubt  as  to  his  willingness 
to  sign  the  bill,  since  he  has  frequently 
urged  this  legislation  upon  the  Congress. 

Without  prejudice,  so  far  as  the  merits 
of  the  House  versus  Senate  provisions, 
may  I  say,  that,  the  important  thing  is 
to  get  a  reorganization  plan  passed  so 
that  the  great  need  for  economy  in  gov¬ 
ernment,  as  well  as  efficiency,  may  be 
realized. 

The  subcommittee,  of  which  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Holifield] 
is  chairman  and,  I  am  a  member,  has 
been  working  consistently  to  cooperate 
in  the  entire  program  of  reorganization. 
We  realize  that  part  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations  should  logical¬ 
ly  come  from  the  President’s  office,  as 
provided  in  this  legislation.  Other 
phases  of  the  reorganization  must  come 
by  positive  legislation  on  the  part  of  the 
Congress. 

During  the  debate  on  H.  R.  4754,  the 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  it  was  amply  testi¬ 
fied  that  the  accomplishment  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  reports  would  re¬ 
quire  several  months  and  in  order  not 
to  disrupt  the  effective  operation  of  the 
various  agencies  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  government,  would  have  to  be  ef¬ 
fectuated  in  a  series  of  steps. 

The  people  are  aware  of  the  great 
growth  of  the  Federal  Government, 
sometimes  described  as  a  sprawling  bu¬ 
reaucracy.  Such  Topsy-like  growth  has 
inevitably  caused  conflicts,  duplication, 
and  lack  of  coordination.  It  is  high  time 
that  the  very  excellent  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  reports  be  given  the  “Go  sign”  and 
that  they  be  given  bipartisan  support. 

The  need  for  economy  in  government 
is  all  the  more  important  if  we  are  to 
reduce  Federal  taxes  to  a  point  where 
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we  can  pay  our  bills  as  we  go,  and  can 
plan  constructive  retirement  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  debt. 

These  objectives  are  clearly  under¬ 
stood  by  the  people  and  there  is  no  mis¬ 
taking  their  Ademand  that  we  restrict  our 
expenditures'-  and  get  a  dollar’s  worth 
for  every  dollar  spent.  It  has  been  esti¬ 
mated,  by  a  Hoover  Commission  task 
force  that  at  least  500,000,  or  approxi¬ 
mately  one-fourth  of  the  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  could  be  released,  by  stream¬ 
lining  the  executive  branch  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

Again  may  I  express  my  pleasure  that 
this  important  piece  of  legislation  has 
been  successfully  agreed  upon  by  the 
conferees  of  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LOVRE.  Mr.  Speaker,'  as  one  of 
the  conferees  on  H.  R.  2361,  which  is  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Hoover  Commission,  I 
sincerely  hope  that  the  conference  report 
accompanying  H.  R.  2361  will  be  adopted 
unanimously. 

This  legislation  is  the  first  step  in  re¬ 
organizing  the  executive  branch  of  our 
Government,  which  during  the  past  few 
years  has  grown  to  such  a  point  that  it 
has  developed  into  a  sprawling,  wasteful 
and  inefficient  bureaucracy  which  nobody 
understands  and  which  is  gradually  sap¬ 
ping  our  economic  strength. 

For  the  past  30  or  more  days,  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  has  been  held  up  in 
conference  between  the  House  and 
Senate  because  of  differences  of  mechan¬ 
ics  in  and  methods  of  bringing  about  the 
reforms  advocated  by  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission.  * 

The  House  version  provides  in  sub¬ 
stance  that  any  proposal  submitted  by 
the  President  for  the  reorganization  of 
the  executive  branch  of  government  will 
become  a  law  unless  within  60  days  after 
the  presentation  of  the  proposal  both 
Houses  veto  the  plan  by  a  majority  of 
the  Members  voting.  The  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  in  effect  is  that  such  a  plan  could 
be  vetoed  by  either  branch  of  Congress 
by  a  majority  of  the  Members  voting. 

The  second  difference  of  opinion  be¬ 
tween  the  two  Reorganization  Acts  re¬ 
lates  to  exemptions.  The  House  version 
provides  that  any  proposals  submitted  by 
the  President  affecting  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  seven  different  agencies  of  the 
executive  branch  shall  be  submitted  in 
separate  packages,  which  is  contra  to 
the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission.  The  Senate  version  pro¬ 
vides  for  no  exemptions  or  single 
packages  whatsoever  and  is  in  confor¬ 
mity  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission. 

Personally,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  Senate  version  is  correct  for  the 
simple  reason  that  we  have  in  Govern¬ 
ment  today  what  we  might  term  the 
“Yes,  but”  philosophy,  and  which  has 
been  proven  by  the  statements  of  various 
agencies  appearing  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Expenditures.  One  agency  will 
appear  before  the  committee  and  say, 
“Yes,  I  believe  in  reorganization,  but  re¬ 
organize  the  other  fellow  and  not  me.” 
If  we  permit  this,  then  there  will  be  no 
end  to  the  exemptions  demanded  by  the 
some  eighteen  hundred  odd  agencies  and 
bureaus  and  will  prevent  any  effective 


reorganization  of  the  executive  branch 
of  our  Government. 

The  conference  report  eliminates  all 
exemptions  or  one-package  proposals, 
which  is  proper  and  is  a  step  in  the  right 
direction.  The  conference  report  further 
provides  that  any  reorganizational  plan 
shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of 
60  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of 
Congress  following  the  date  the  plan  was 
transmitted  to  Congress,  unless  during 
such  period  either  House  passes  a  resolu¬ 
tion  by  the  affirmative  vote  of  a  majority 
of  the  authorized  membership  of  that 
House.  I  am  in  accord  with  this  provi¬ 
sion,  but  I  think  it  should  go  farther  and 
also  provide  an  alternative  method  to  the 
effect  that  any  plan  submitted  by  the 
President  could  also  be  vetoed  by  the 
si  pie  majority  of  both  Houses  as  orig¬ 
inally  provided  in  the  House  bill,  H.  R. 
2361.  The  reason  for  suggesting  such  a 
procedure  is  because  under  the  provisions 
of  the  conference  report  a  reorganization 
plan  could  become  law  if  48  Members  of 
the  Senate  voted  against  the  plan  and/or 
217  Members  of  the  House  voted  against 
the  plan.  I  advocated  such  an  alterna¬ 
tive  veto  program  procedure,  but  it  was 
not  agreeable  to  a  majority  of  the  House 
conferees. 

Regardless  of  what  I  may  personally 
think  is  the  proper  veto  procedure,  I  urge 
adoption  of  the  conference  report  for  the 
simple  reason  that  every  day  action  is 
delayed  on  the  Reorganization  Act  means 
one  more  day  of  wasteful  and  inefficient 
Government  bureaucracy  at  the  expense 
of  the  American  taxpayer.  The  means 
of  bringing  about  reorganization  is  not 
nearly  so  important  as  the  actual  re¬ 
forms  themselves.  The  important  thing 
is  that  upon  the  adoption  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  the  President  will  be  given 
the  machinery  and  necessary  authority 
whereby  he  can  if  he  so  desires  put  into 
effect  immediately  the  recommendations 
or  the  reforms  proposed  by  the  Hoover 
Commission  subject  of  course  to  the  veto 
by  Congress.  The  responsibility  for  re¬ 
organizing  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  upon  the  approval  of  this 
conference  report  will  rest  squarely  upon 
the  shoulders  of  the  President,  and  I  urge 
my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle 
to  join  hands  in  accomplishing  this  very 
necessary  mission.  The  President  should 
be  given  a  free  hand  to  eliminate  the 
waste,  extravagance,  duplications,  and 
inefficiency  that  is  now  so  evident  in  all 
the  bureaus  and  agencies  in  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government.  He  should 
not  be  hampered  in  any  way  and  cer¬ 
tainly  personal  and  selfish  politics  should 
be  completely  set  aside.  I  sincerely  hope 
that  the  President  will  upon  adoption  of 
the  conference  report  proceed  imme¬ 
diately  and  expeditiously  with  the  re¬ 
forms  recommended.  If  he  fails  in  this 
task,  he  will  have  to  answer  to  the  people. 

Mr.  REES.  Mr.  Speaker,  although  this 
legislation  giving  authority  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  reorganize  certain  departments 
of  Government  comes  late  in  the  session, 
immediate  action  should  be  taken  there¬ 
on.  It  is  unfortunate  that  although  the 
Congress  and  the  leadership  thereof  has 
been  familiar  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  for  a  period 
of  almost  6  months,  practically  none  of 


the  recommendations  have  yet  been 
made  effective. 

A  few  days  ago  I  called  attention  to  the 
fact  that  a  great  share  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  can  be  made  effective  by  Ex¬ 
ecutive  order.  That  should  have  been 
done  and  now  this  House  and  the  other 
body  has  its  chance.  It  should  proceed 
to  do  its  part  immediately.  The  people 
of  this  country  insist  we  proceed  to  deal 
with  a  problem  that  should  have  been 
dealt  with  long  ago. 

We  have  a  big  Government.  In  20 
years  of  depression,  war,  crisis,  and  cold 
war,  its  cost  has  risen  from  4,000,000,000 
to  42,000,000,000.  Its  civilian  employ¬ 
ment  has  increased  from  600,000  to  more 
than  2,000,000. 

It  takes  one  dollar  out  of  five  of  the 
national  income  to  run  the  Government. 
We  have  a  debt  that  amounts  to  a  mort¬ 
gage  of  $7,000  on  every  family  in  America. 

I  do  not  believe  anyone  in  or  out  of 
Government,  defends,  as  someone  has 
suggested,  “the  unholy  hodgepodge”  of 
1,800  department,  agencies,  boards,  and 
bureaus  in  the  executive  branch.  Sixty- 
five  huge  agencies  are  supposed  to  report 
to  the  President.  This  is  almost  an  im¬ 
possible  job.  There  is  lack  of  executive 
authority  and  responsibility  everywhere. 
The  people  of  America  hope  to  secure 
some  relief  by  reason  of  the  adoption  of 
the  recommendations  of  President 
Hoover  and  his  Commission. 

The  bipartisan  12-man  Commission 
was  composed  of  some  of  the  most  out¬ 
standing  experts  in  the  United  States, 
and  it  is  estimated  by  the  Chairman  of 
the  Commission  that  if  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  are  followed  the  Government  will 
save  approximately  $3,000,000,000  an¬ 
nually. 

The  subjects  studied  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  concern  the  general  organization  of 
the  Government  and  specific  governmen¬ 
tal  operations,  such  as  accounting,  budg¬ 
eting,  personnel,  purchasing,  transporta¬ 
tion,  veterans’  affairs,  public  works, 
lending  agencies,  medical  services,  In¬ 
dian  affairs,  statistical  services,  records, 
management,  and  the  operations  of  the 
post  office.  The  magnitude  of  this  task 
cannot  be  minimized  because  of  the  con¬ 
fusion  created  by  1,800  bureaus,  commis¬ 
sions,  divisions,  departments,  and  admin¬ 
istrations  employing  2,096,498  persons. 
However,  in  less  than  2  years  the  Com¬ 
mission  reported  its  findings  and  made 
recommendations  for  a  more  orderly, 
economical,  and  efficient  Government 
operation. 

There  has  been  much  publicity  with 
respect  to  the  work  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission,  and  from  all  parts  of  our  coun¬ 
try  the  farmer,  businessman,  and  work¬ 
ingman,  who  are  called  upon  to  pay  a  tax 
burden  of  $44,000,000,000  annually,  are 
asking  what  steps  are  being  taken  to 
carry  out  these  recommendations.  The 
people  of  this  country  are  demanding, 
and  rightly  so,  that  we  deal  with  these 
problems  and  that  it  be  done  without  fur¬ 
ther  delay. 

I  have  examined  the  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission,  and  I  find 
that  more  than  half  can  be  put  into  ef¬ 
fect  today  either  by  Executive  order  of 
the  President  or  by  administrative  action 
of  the  departments  and  agencies  of  the 
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Government.  I  find  that  legislation  by 
Congress  is  not  required  to  accomplish 
the  elimination  of  red  tape  and  duplicat¬ 
ing  Federal  activities,  which,  in  the  words 
of  former  President  Hoover,  “paralyzes 
the  efforts  of  the  best  of  our  Government 
executives.”  Our  gigantic  bureaucracy 
was  not  created  by  legislation.  It  has 
come  about  through  the  lack  of  planning 
and  the  haphazard  creation  of  a  multi¬ 
tude  of  bureaus,  departments,  and  com¬ 
missions  by  administrative  action. 

In  outlining  some  of  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  which  may  be  put  into  effect  im¬ 
mediately,  time  will  permit  my  calling 
your  attention  to  only  a  few.  In  its  re¬ 
port  on  personnel  management  in  the 
Federal  Government,  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  points  out  that  civilian  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  last  20  years  increased 
1,000  percent  and  the  annual  pay  roll 
for  these  employees  during  the  same 
period  increased  from  $1,000,009,000  to 
$5,650,000,000  annually,  and  suggests 
that  great  savings  can  be  achieved  if 
the  Commission’s  recommendations  are 
put  into  effect.  Over  two-thirds  of 
these  recommendations  require  no  more 
than  administrative  action  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  the  heads  of  the  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  Government. 

The  Hoover  Commission  made  rec¬ 
ommendations  regarding  better  and 
more  economical  ways  of  handling  the 
Federal  Government’s  18,500,000  cubic 
feet  of  records  and  cited  numerous  in¬ 
stances  where  noncurrent  records  are 
presently  filed  in  office  space  at  an  an¬ 
nual  cost  of  14  times  greater  than  neces¬ 
sary.  Also,  great  savings  can  be  had 
by  eliminating  useless  or  duplicated  rec¬ 
ords  and  transferring  others  to  storage. 
Government-wide  improvements  and 
economies  can  be  made,  the  Commission 
states,  by  setting  standards  and  con¬ 
trols  for  record  making  and  by  applying 
tested  methods,  practices,  materials, 
equipment,  and  machines.  All  of  these 
recommendations  which  can  be  put  into 
effect  immediately  could  result  in  savings 
of  over  $32,000,000  during  the  first  2-year 
period  and  over  $6,000,000  annually 
thereafter. 

The  Hoover  Commission  devoted  much 
study  to  the  Post  Office  Department, 
which  at  the  present  time  does  a  busi¬ 
ness  of  $1,300,000,000  annually,  with  ex¬ 
penditures  of  over  $1,600,000,000  an¬ 
nually.  It  is  estimated  that  the  postal 
deficit  for  the  current  fiscal  year  will  be 
approximately  $500,000,000,  and  it  was 
quite  important  that  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  devote  it-  resources  toward  find¬ 
ing  a  way  and  means  of  achieving  a  more 
economical  and  efficient  postal  service. 

I  believe  that  I  can  speak  with  some 
authority  on  the  opposition  of  the  Post 
Office  Department,  because  during  the 
last  Congress  I  had  the  honor  of  being 
chairman  of  the  House  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee.  I  was  gratified 
by  the  fact  that  the  Hoover  Commission 
utilized  the  reports  of  our  committee  and 
found  them  of  such  value  that  its  report 
and  recommendations  on  the  Post  Office 
Department  closely  coincides  with  the 
findings  of  our  committee.  The  Hoover 
Commission  pointed  out  that  the  Post 
Office  Department  had  an  obsolete  ad¬ 
ministrative  structure,  was  controlled 
by  a  maze  of  outmoded  laws  and  regula¬ 


tions  which  freezes  progress  and  stifles 
administration,  and  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  was  overcentralized.  One-half  of 
the  Commission’s  recommendations  on 
the  Post  Office  Department  could  be  put 
into  effect  immediately  by  the  Postmas¬ 
ter  General. 

The  second  largest  expense  item  in  the 
Federal  budget  is  the  Government’s  pur¬ 
chase  of  supplies  and  equipment.  The 
Hoover  Commission  stated  if  its  recom¬ 
mendations  were  carried  out  with  respect 
to  this  field  of  activity,  annual  savings 
of  $250,000,000  could  be  made,  with  a 
reduction  in  inventories  of  $2,500,000,000. 

-  It  is  significant  that  purchase  orders  is¬ 
sued  by  the  Federal  agencies  in  a  typical 
year  average  $10  or  less.  This  expense 
is  doubled  because  the  paper  work  for  a 
single  purchase  order  costs  more  than 
$10.  The  excessive  cost  of  this  red  tape 
can  be  eliminated  immediately  by  ad¬ 
ministrative  action  of  the  departments 
and  agencies. 

"The  failure  of  the  excutive  branch  to 
plan  its  future  operations  in  connection 
with  the  handling  of  health  and  medical 
services  is  demonstrated  in  a  task  force 
report  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  In 
1948  more  than  44  Federal  agencies  spent 
$1,250,000,000  for  these  services.  It  was 
pointed  out  that  the  present  program  is 
devoid  of  any  central  plan,  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  assuming  obligations  without 
any  understanding  of  their  ultimate  cost. 
In  one  metropolitan  area  it  was  found 
that  four  Army  and  Air  Force  hospitals 
could  be  closed,  and  at  the  same  time 
provide  a  higher  standard  of  service. 
Several  other  Federal  agencies  are  plan¬ 
ning  to  build  hospitals  in  the  same  metro¬ 
politan  area  to  cost  $100,000,000,  but 
there  is  no  evidence  that  such  additional 
facilities  are  needed.  This  situation  was 
shown  to  exist  in  several  other  areas  in 
the  United  States.  Other  deficiencies 
were  pointed  out  could  be  eliminated  by 
better  coordination  between  the  agencies 
of  the  Government  concerned  with  these 
services  which  extends  to  approximately 
one-sixth  of  our  population. 

The  Hoover  Commission  devoted  study 
to  the  organization  and  personnel  struc¬ 
ture  of  the  Department  of  State  which 
today,  in  my  judgment,  is  charged  with 
one  of  the  greatest  responsibilities  ever 
had  by  any  department  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  in  peacetime.  Seventy-five  per¬ 
cent  of  the  recommendations  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  State  Department  could  be 
put  into  effect  immediately  without  con¬ 
gressional  action.  Among  the  defi¬ 
ciencies  which  the  Commission  found 
was  the  lack  of  a  clear  line  of  command 
from  the  Secretary  of  State  down  to  the 
lower  echelons.  The  administrative 
burdens  placed  upon  the  Secretary  and 
the  Under  Secretary  of  State  are  so  heavy 
that  they  have  little  time  for  thoughtful 
and  considered  reflection  on  foreign- 
affairs  problems. 

The  Hoover  Commission  made  recom¬ 
mendations  which  would  result  in  major 
improvements  in  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration.  This  is  of  vast  importance  to 
the  veterans  of  our  country  who,  in  my 
opinion,  are  not  receiving  the  kind  of 
service  they  should  from  the  Veterans’ 
Administration.  It  was  pointed  out  that 
the  Veterans’  Administration  has  become 


too  complicated  and  that  there  are  con¬ 
flicting  lines  of  authority  between  officials 
in  Washington  and  those  in  the  field  re¬ 
sulting  in  divided  responsibilities  and 
hampering  an  effective  program.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  being  wasteful,  these  practices 
were  found  to  contribute  toflhe  dissatis¬ 
faction  of  veterans  who  deal  with  the 
Veterans’  Administration.  Most  of  these 
recommendations  could  be  carried  out  by 
a  reorganization  of  the  Veterans’  Admin¬ 
istration  which  does  not  necessitate  .ac¬ 
tion  by  Congress. 

In  this  statement  I  have  indicated  only 
a  few  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  which  could  be  put 
into  effect  immediately.  I  believe  the 
people  of  our  country  demand  action  by 
the  executive  branch  in  carrying  out  the 
recommendations  of  the  Commission;  In 
the  fact  of  a  request  by  the  President  for 
an  increase  in  taxes  of  approximately 
$4,000,000,000,  the  American  taxpayer 
has  the  right  to  expect  his  Government  to 
take  whatever  action  is  necessary  to  re¬ 
duce  the  excessive  cost  of  Government 
operations. 

We  were  told  during  the  war  that  lavish 
Federal  expenditures  were  justified  be¬ 
cause  the  main  objective  was  to  win  the 
war.  Today  we  are  faced  with  another 
enemy  within  our  gates  which  threatens 
our  national  economy.  The  threat  of  in¬ 
flation  can  only  be  removed  by  reducing 
our  public  debt  and  the  Federal  budget. 
There  is  no  excuse  why  we  should  not  now 
be  paying  at  least  $5,000,000,000  annually 
toward  the  retirement  of  our  $251,000,- 
000,000  public  debt.  In  my  judgment,  one 
of  the  ways  to  accomplish  this  objective  is 
for  the  executive  branch  to  put  into  effect 
immediately  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission. 

I  have  been  told  that  the  President 
has  requested  the  departments  and 
agencies  to  submit  to  him  their  views 
with  respect  to  the  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  Commission.  It  is  to  be  ex¬ 
pected  that  certain  bureau  chiefs  and 
officials  in  the  Government  will  resist 
any  economy  in  Government  operations 
which  would  result  in  the  elimination  of 
their  positions.  I  hope  the  President  will 
take  into  consideration  the  natural  re¬ 
luctance  of  any  official  to  concur  in  re¬ 
commendations  which  will  affect  that  of¬ 
ficial’s  position.  Yet  I  am  certain  that 
the  American  people  expect  action  and 
will  demand  that  somewhere  along  the 
line  a  meat  ax  be  used  instead  of  a 
pruning  knife. 

May  I  state  that  I  may  not  agree  with 
all  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission,  but  I  am  interested 
in  the  over-all  objective  which  will  be 
accomplished  from  following  such  re¬ 
commendations,  and  I  feel  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  be  better  off  if  it 
follows  those  recommendations  than  to 
follow  recklessly  a  program  of  extrav¬ 
agance,  chaos,  and  confusion. 

To  make  effective  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission  is  not 
a  simple  matter.  It  will  require  time 
and  effort  of  this  Congress  to  do  its  part 
in  putting  these  recommendations  into 
effect.  We  can  do  it  if  Congress  has  the 
will  to  do  so.  Even  though  the  hour  is 
late  and  this  legislation  long  delayed, 
let  us  start  now.  If  extra  time  is  re- 
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quired,  then  we  should  stay  on.  the  job 
until  the  task  is  accomplished. 

Mr.  GOODWIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
acceptance  of  this  conference  report  will 
be  hailed  with  great  joy  by  everybody 
who  wants  to  see  more  economy  and 
greater  efficiency  in  government.  My 
mail  indicates  a  growing  demand  for  re¬ 
duced  government  spending.  I  have  just 
had  a  few  days  home  in  my  district  and 
the  thing  which  seemed  to  be  uppermost 
in  the  minds  of  practically  averyone  with 
whom  I  talked  was  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission’s  report  and  when  we  were  going 
to  start  putting  the  recommendation  into 
effect. 

The  House  conferees  are  certainly  en¬ 
titled  to  our  hearty  congratulations  upon 
the  outcome  of  the  conference  and  to  our 
thanks  for  their  cooperation  in  order 
that  a  report  might  be  agreed  to  which 
will  put  on  the  way,  even  though  belated¬ 
ly,  the  machinery  for  the  reorganization 
proposed  by  the  plan. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  Holifield  sub¬ 
committee  will  be  furnished  with  an  ex- 
per  staff  sufficiently  adequate  so  that  the 
committee  will  be  able  to  proceed  in  its 
consideration  of  the  various  proposals 
for  reorganization  with  the  benefit  of 
technical  assistance  and  advice  similar 
to  that  which  obtained  in  the  delibera¬ 
tions  and  study  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  cost  of  an  adequate  staff  of 
expert  consultants  will  be  negligible 
compared  to  the  wholesale  economies  to 
be  effected  by  substituting  a  simplified 
and  streamlined  governmental  set-up 
for  the  sprawling,  overlapping  bureauc¬ 
racy  which  stands  in  the  way  of  both 
economy  and  efficiency  today. 

Mr,  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Holifield], 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  first 
I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  for  the  kind 
remarks  he  made  about  the  conduct  of 
the  subcommittee  of  which  I  am  chair¬ 
man,  and  at  this  time  I  want  to  thank 
all  the  members  of  that  subcommittee, 
Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan,  Mr.  Harvey, 
Mr.  Burnside,  Mr.  Bolling,  Mr.  Blatnik, 
and  Mr.  Heller,  who  will  have  the  very 
heavy  duty  of  working  out  the  substan¬ 
tive  legislation  on  these  reorganization 
plans.  I  want  to  thank  them  for  their 
help,  and  look  forward  to  a  great  deal 
more  help  from  them  in  the  future. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  agree  with  the 
observation  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  as  to  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  subcommittee  of  which 
the  gentleman  is  chairman  and  the  fact 
that  you  should  be  given  sufficient  funds 
to  staff  the  subcommittee  adequately  in 
order  to  consider  the  legislation  neces¬ 
sary  to  follow  out  the  recommendations. 
I  think  that  is  a  matter  of  vital  impor¬ 
tance,  and  the  committee  should  take  it 
up  with  the  Committee  on  House  Ad¬ 
ministration  as  quickly  as  possible. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN,  of  Ohio.  I  would  like 
to  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 


chusetts  and  the  Members  of  the  House 
that  I  had  urged,  before  your  commit¬ 
tee  and  elsewhere,  that  a  sufficient  staff 
be  given  to  this  very,  very  important  sub¬ 
committee  because  of  the  great  amount 
of  technical  work  which  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  must  handle  and  consider.  I 
know  of  no  committee  of  the  Congress 
which  will  be  called  upon  to  do  more 
work  than  this  particular  subcommittee 
as  well  as  the  full  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  J;he  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments,  if  they  are  to  do  the  job  which 
is  expected  of  them.  They  must  have 
the  staff  with  which  to  do  the  work  that 
is  necessary. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  certainly  thank 
both  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
and  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown],  who  has  done  such  a  magnifi¬ 
cent  job  on  the  Hoover  Commission.  I 
thank  them  for  their  support.  I  want 
to  pledge  to  them  and  to  .  the  House  that 
if  we  are  given  the  proper  staff  to  put 
into  effect  the  something  over  200  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  we  will  work  efficiently  and  in  a 
workmanlike  manner  without  any 
thought  of  partisanship  in  the  attempt 
to  reorganize  the  tremendous  sprawling 
bureaus  of  our  Government  into  as  eco¬ 
nomic  and  efficient  an  operation  as  pos¬ 
sible.  Most  of  the  members  of  this  sub¬ 
committee  have  had  a  background  of 
business  experience.  Our  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Harvey], 
has  had  some  very  valuable  experience 
in  this  same  kind  of  work  in  the  State 
of  Indiana  and  he  has  been  of  inestima¬ 
ble  value  in  working  out  the  Federal 
property  bill. 

Mr.  DEANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  ■» 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina,  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Administra-  » 
tion. 

Mr.  DEANE.  I  would  like  to  point  out 
to  the  gentleman  from  California,  and 
also  to  the  gentleman  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  McCormack],  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown],  that 
as  a  member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Ac¬ 
counts,  I  recall  the  presence  of  the  chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Dawson]  as  well  as  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Holifield]  and  other 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments  with 
reference  to  their  requests  for  funds.  I 
wish  to  assure  them  as  one  member  of 
my  committee  they  certainly  have  my 
support  in  the  wonderful  work  I  think 
they  are  doing. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  very  much.  We  did  not  have  an  ade¬ 
quate  number  of  staff  people  to  work  on 
the  so-called  Federal  Property  Act  of 
1949  which  was  a  highly  complicated  bill 
repealing  some  twenty-odd  statutes  and 
amending  several  others.  We  set  up  in 
that  bill  a  structure  for  the  procurement, 
utilization,  and  disposal  of  Government 
property  which  affects  the  whole  fiscal 
structure  of  the  Government.  We  made 
up  the  deficiency  in  our  staff  by  working 
night  and  day  for  something  like  60  days 
to  get  out  what  I  think  was  a  very  fine 
bill.  We  worked  very  closely  with  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  of.  the  other 
body  and  I  believe  I  can  tell  you  that 


when  we  go  to  conference  on  the  bill, 
which  has  been  passed  in  the  House,  and 
which  will  shortly  be  passed  in  the  other 
body,  there  will  be  very  little  disagree¬ 
ment  because  of  the  fact  that  we  have 
worked  so  closely  with  them.  Each  of  us 
has  accepted  the  work  of  the  staff  of  the 
other  committee  and  the  worth-while 
suggestions  that  have  been  embodied  in 
the  original  bill  will  be  passed  in  each 
body  and  that  bill  will  go  through  with¬ 
out  any  trouble  in  confer en.e,  I  can 
assure  you. 

I  want  to  speak  generally  for  just  a 
moment  on  this  subject  of  reorganization 
in  the  executive  branch.  There  are 
roughly  200  main  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  reports.  About 
75  of  those  recommendations  can  be  put 
into  effect  in  the  regular  legislative  way 
through  our  legislative  committees  just 
as  the  Property  Act  was  last  week.  About 
50  of  those  recommendations  can  be  put 
into  effect  by  Executive  orders  of  the 
President.  That  leaves  about  75  of  the 
recommendations  which  can  be  put  into 
effect  by  reorganization  plans  submitted 
to  the  Congress  by  the  President.  That  is 
roughly  the  division  as  to  how  these  rec¬ 
ommendations  can  be  put  into  effect. 
Please  do  not  hold  me  to  those  exact 
figures. 

We  have  been  in  a  stalemate  in  confer¬ 
ence  for  30  days  because  of  a  difference 
in  philosophy  as  to  how  much  authority 
we  should  give  the  President  in  setting 
these  plans  up.  It  has  been  an  honest 
difference  of  opinion.  Many  different 
views  have  been  expressed  in  committee. 
We  finally  resolved  on  the  conference  re¬ 
port  which  we  are  now  considering.  It 
does  not  satisfy  everybody  completely  as 
far  as  I  know,  but  it  is  the  result  of  a 
meeting  of  the  minds  of  the  conferees  of 
the  other  body  and  of  the  House.  The 
essential  difference  between  the  Senate 
and  House  conferees  in  the  beginning  and 
in  the  present  conference  report  is  that 
the  majority  of  the  House  conferees 
thought  that  both  Houses  should  have  a 
chance  to  disapprove  by  resolution  any 
reorganization  plan  set  up  by  the 
President. 

The  other  body  thought  that  only  one 
House  should  have  that  authority,  and 
that  by  a  majority  of  those  present. 
The  House  conferees  advanced  various 
solutions,  and  we  finally  went  from  the 
two-House  position  to  the  one-House 
position.  Then  a  discussion  arose  as  to 
how  much  of  that  one  House.  The  sug¬ 
gestion  was  that  two-thirds  of  that  one 
House  should  constitute  the  necessary 
disapproving  amount  of  that  particular 
House.  Then  three-fifths  was  discussed, 
bringing  it  down  to  58  Members  in  the 
other  body.  The  final  solution  was  not 
what  the  other  body  originally  wanted, 
which  was  a  majority  of  a  quorum,  but 
which  was  a  constitutional  majority  of  49 
in  the  other  body  and  218  in  this  House. 

Now,  what  does  this  do?  After  a 
month’s  stalemate  we  have  finally  given 
the  President  authority — and  I  speak  as 
though  the  law  were  already  passed  and 
signed — we  give  him  authority  to  send 
plans  up  to  the  legislative  body — both 
bodies.  He  has  plans  ready.  He  has 
had  plans  ready  for  several  weeks,  as  he 
has  confided  to  members  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee.  It  has  not  been  laxity  on  the 
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part  of  the  President  in  not  wanting  to 
have  these  reorganization  plans  placed 
before  the  legislative  body.  It  has  been 
the  fact  that  he  has  not  had  the  author¬ 
ity  and  will  not  have  until  this  confer¬ 
ence  report  is  embodied  into  law.  These 
reports  will  undoubtedly  come  up  in  the 
next  few  days.  When  that  happens,  re¬ 
member  this:  that  the  responsibility  for 
reorganization  of  the  executive  branch 
in  line  with  the  Hoover  Commission  rec¬ 
ommendations  and  such  other  recom¬ 
mendations  as  the  legislative  body  shall 
see  fit  to  embody  in  substantive  legisla¬ 
tion,  will  become  the  responsibility  of  218 
Members  of  this  House  and  49  Members 
of  the  other  body.  That  is  a  point  which 
I  want  to  get  over.  The  responsibility 
will  then  be  upon  the  Congress  to  go 
ahead  and  uphold  the  President  in  these 
reorganization  plans,  and  if  any  of  these 
reorganization  plans  are  turned  down,  it 
will  be  upon  the  responsibility  of  either 
218  Members  of  this  body  or  49  Members 
of  the  other  body.  The  responsibility 
will  not  be  on  the  President. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  With  special  em¬ 
phasis  on  the  Senate,  because  the  House, 
for  all  practical  purposes — and  I  say  it 
regretfully — the  House  for  all  practical 
purposes  was  compelled  to  capitulate  to 
the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  We  came  to  the 
position  that  is  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port,  49  in  the  other  body  and  218  here, 
reluctantly,  after  30  days,  because  we 
honestly  .and  sincerely  felt  that  it  was 
not  giving  the  President  an  advantage 
which  he  should  have  in  sending  us  re¬ 
organization  plans. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  five  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Yes;  I  yield. 

Mr.  RICH.  The  President’s  authority 
under  this  legislation  is  to  consolidate 
departments  and  reorganize  them? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  RICH.  The  President  has  no  au¬ 
thority,  or  power,  as  I  understand  it,  to 
grant  new  legislation  without  the  con¬ 
sent  of  the  Congress?  He  cannot  say 
that  we  are  going  to  have  certain  func¬ 
tions  of  Government  performed,  and  es¬ 
tablish  those  functions?  That  is  not 
the  prerogative  of  this  legislation,  is  it? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  The  gentleman  is 
substantially  correct. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  can¬ 
not  let  the  statement  of  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack], 
about  that  disgraceful  surrender  of  the 
House  conferees,  go  without  some  com¬ 
ment.  Under  the  bill  passed  by  the 
House  a  simple  majority  of  both  Houses 
could,  by  concurrent  resolution,  defeat 
a  plan.  Now,  if  they  fix  it  so  that  it  re¬ 
quires  a  constitutional  majority,  it  gives 
the  President  more  leeway  than  the  oth¬ 
er  way.  If  the  gentleman  will  get  a  few 
more  of  these  surrenders  in  here,  neither 


the  House  nor  the  Senate  would  have 
any  authority  to  veto  at  all. 

One  more  thing,  you  are  talking  about 
these  plans  coming  up,  but  we  cannot 
possibly,  no  Congressman — well,  I  will 
say  no  Republican  Congressman — can 
possibly  know  what  is  in  these  Hoover- 
reports  and  the  task  reports,  we  just  can¬ 
not  familiarize  ourselves  with  them  be¬ 
cause  the  business  of  these  bureaus  and 
departments  is  the  biggest  business  in  the 
world.  What  I  should  like  to  have  for 
the  Republican  side  of  the  House  is  some 
adviser  who  can  digest  this  material;  if 
you  would  only  give  us  some  expert  who 
could  help  us  when  these  bureau  people 
come  before  us  and  talk  about  economy 
and  efficiency,  while  we  know  and  suspect 
all  the  time  that  behind  it  there  is  ex¬ 
travagance,  and  waste,  and  more  power, 
we  might  get  somewhere.  Give  us  some¬ 
one  who  can  help  us  analyze  it,  will  you? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  hope  that  I  will 
be  able  to  present  to  each  Member  of  the 
House  very  shortly  a  preliminary  anal¬ 
ysis  of  the  different  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  report  that  have 
been  embodied  in  drafts  of  legislation 
and  where  these  reports  have  been  re¬ 
ferred  to  committees.  About  12  of  them 
have  been  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures,  and  I  believe  about  7  have 
been  referred  to  specific  committees  of 
Congress  to  act  upon.  I  expect  to  have 
this  analysis  ready,  and  I  am  going  to 
have  it  mimeographed  and  send  a  copy 
to  each  Member  of  the  House,  in  order  to 
give  him  a  concrete  report  of  what  the 
situation  is  right  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  My  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man],  of  course,  fails  to  state  that  what 
the  House  conferees  were  doing  was  to 
fight  for  the  recommendations  made  by 
President  Truman,  who,  politically,  is  the 
leader  of  the  Democratic  Party,  and  also 
the  same  recommendations  made  by  for¬ 
mer  President  Hoover,  who,  politically,  is 
the  leader  of  the  Republican  Party.  The 
House  conferees  were  fighting  to  try  to 
carry  into  law  the  recommendations  of 
the  only  living  President  and  the  only  liv¬ 
ing  former  President  of  this  country. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  And  the  Hoover 
Commission  itself.  I  wish  to  say  that  the 
thing  that  we  were  fighting  for  was  to 
give  the  President  a  more  effective  means 
of  obtaining  the  reorganization  of  the 
Government  than  we  are  giving  him  in 
this  conference  report.  That  is  my  opin¬ 
ion.  I  realize,  of  course,  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  dis¬ 
agrees  with  me.  I  say  that  the  House  has 
weakened  the  bill  by  agreeing  to  a  con¬ 
stitutional  majority.  That  is  what  we 
have  been  fighting  over,  effective  power 
for  the  President  to  reorganize.  When 
the  President  has  sent  his  plan  up  to 
Congress  the  responsibility  is  transferred 
from  the  executive  branch  to  the  legisla¬ 
tive  branch;  and  when  any  coalition  of 
49  Members  in  the  other  body  or  218 
Members  in  the  House  stand  on  record 
before  the  American  people  that  they 
oppose  the  plan,  that  they  will  block  the 
plan,  the  responsibility  for  blocking  the 
reorganization  of  the  executive  branch 
rests  with  that  group. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  two  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a 
correction? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  The 
gentleman  will  admit  that  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  gives  the  President  more 
authority  than  he  asked  for  in  that  it 
gives  him  the  power  to  create  new  de¬ 
partments  as  well  as  transfer  depart¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  That  is  very  true, 
but  it  also  gives  to  either  body  of  the 
Congress  the  right  of  veto  by  a  consti¬ 
tutional  majority,  the  right  to  nullify 
not  only  the  establishment  of  a  new  de¬ 
partment,  but  to  nullify  any  other  plan 
that  he  sends  up.  You  give  to  him  with 
the  one  hand  but  you  take  away  more 
from  him  with  the  other. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  wish  to  say,  as  a 
member  of  the  subcommittee  on  ac¬ 
counts  that  I  am  torn  between  the  plea 
of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  on  the 
one  hand  for  economy  and  on  the  other 
hand  for  more  help;  but  I  am  going  to 
stifle  my  natural  impulse  toward  econ¬ 
omy  and  the  gentleman  can  count  on 
my  vote  for  all  the  help  the  committee 
needs. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  appreciate  that 
very  much;  and  I  will  say  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  and  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  are  not  very  far  apart  on 
the  standpoint  of  economy,  because  if  we 
are  given  sufficient  help  on  this  staff  to 
bring  these  recommendations  together 
properly  in  the  form  of  substantive  leg¬ 
islation  we  will  then  achieve  economy  far 
beyond  the  salaries  of  three  or  four  ex¬ 
perts  on  the  staff. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  of  the  House  has  done  every¬ 
thing  in  its  power  to  bring  out  legisla¬ 
tion  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  effi¬ 
ciency  and  economy  in  the  operation  of 
our  Government.  May  I  call  attention 
to  the  fact  also  that  this  bill  was  voted 
out  of  our  committee  in  the  month  of 
February  and  it  is  before  us  in  the 
month  of  June  due  to  no  fault  upon  the 
part  of  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Expenditures  nor  on  the  part  of  the 
membership  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  attention  to  the 
fact  that  other  legislation  calculated  to 
cut  down  the  number  of  agencies  and  to 
bring  about  more  efficiency  and  economy 
in  the  executive  departments  has  passed 
our  committee  and  is  now  pending  before 
the  other  body  of  the  Congress. 

So  we  can  with  pride  point  to  the 
fact  that  the  House  of  Representatives 
has  acted  expeditiously  upon  these  re¬ 
ports  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  I  am 
sure,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  have  listened 
to  sufficient  argument  upon  this  ques¬ 
tion  and  that  the  Members  have  made 
up  their  minds,  so  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  conference  report. 

The  previous  auestiorf  was  ordered. 
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The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  MONDAY 

Mr.  McCcl^MACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimou§\j£onsent  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet 
on  Monday  next.  \ 

The  SPEAKER,  ife  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  genf^eman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts?  tjL 

There  was  no  objection* 

SPEAKER  EMPOWERED  TO^IGN  BILLS 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr  ‘Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  ^notwith¬ 
standing  the  adjournment  of  tfte  House 
until  Monday  next  the  Clerk  of  theHouse 
be  authorized  to  receive  messages  %pm 
the  Senate  and  that  the  Speaker  be  'ipj- 
thorized  to  sign  any  enrolled  bills  arid 
joint  resolutions  duly  passed  by  the  two 
Houses  and  found  truly  enrolled. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection 

INTERNATIONAL  BOUNDARY  AND  WATER 
COMMISSION 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  after 
consultation  with  both  minority  and 
majority  leaders,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s  desk  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1338)  authorizing  the  transfer 
to  the  United  States  section,  Interna¬ 
tional  Boundary  and  Water  Commission, 
by  the  War  Assets  Administration,  of  a 
portion  of  Port  Brown  at  Brownsville, 
Tex.,  and  adjacent  borrow  area,  without 
exchange  of  funds  or  reimbursement, 
with  Senate  amendment  thereto,  and 
concur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment 
as  follows: 

Page  3,  line  11,  strike  out  “subjected”  and 
insert  “subject.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Nortl 
Carolina? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to 
the  Senate  amendment  is  merely  j^Cleri- 
cal  one?  jp 

Mr.  BONNER.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect.  M 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  thergfribjection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlen^th  from  North 
Carolina?  M 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in.  , 

A  motion  to  re^msider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  g? 

RETURN  TO  OWNERS  OF  THE  REAL  PROP¬ 
ERTY  AT'  CAMP  STEWART,  GA. 

Mr.  B^wNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  (H.  R. 
3700)  M  provide  for  the  return  to  the 
former  owners  of  the  real  property  at 
Cao4p  Stewart,  Ga.,  which  has  previous- 
l&fSeen  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Ex- 
nditures.be  re-referred  to  the  Commit- 
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ee  on  the  Armed  Services  of  the  House, 
is  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  does 
lot  have  jurisdiction  over  the  matter. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
he  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
-.{Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
in  the  Record  and  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record 
and  include  two  editorials. 

Mr.  ANGELL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  a  short  article. 

Mr.  KEATING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Record  and  include  two 
editorials. 

Mr.  McGREGOR  asked  and  was  given 
jermission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
ipendix  of  the  Record  and  include 
cr%-t  showing  the  cost  and  benefits 
the’%ill  S.  246  in  each  county  of  jne 
StateW  Ohio. 

APPOINTMENT  OF  ADDITIONAL  CIRCUIT 
ID  DISTRICT  JUDGE! 


Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speakqp  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Styles  Committee,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  248  arid  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration/ 

The  Clerk  reacf^he  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  ~d 

Resolved,  That  imritediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  It  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  Ilisuse  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  'whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  thfeconsideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4963)  to  pi'fede  for  the 
appointment  of  additional  circvdfc  and  dis¬ 
trict  Judges,  and  for  other  purposes.  That 
after  general  debate,  which  shall  -%e  con¬ 
fined  td  the  bill  and  continuevnot  to%xceed 
2  houre,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  JHe  chairman  and  ranking  minority  ml 
bjsft  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 

.pll  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  thi 
j?5-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  pas¬ 
sage  without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  desire,  and  I 
yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown], 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule  calls  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  4963,  an  omnibus  bill. 
It  is  a  combination  of  several  bills  that 
have  been  filed  by  about  20  Members 
of  the  House.  In  order  to  relieve  the 
highly  critical  and  congested  situation  in 
certain  of  our  Federal  courts  throughout 
the  country. 

I  wish  to  congratulate  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Celler] 
and  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Byrne]  as  well  as  all  the  members  of 


the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  for  tt 
outstanding  work  they  have  done  in  pre¬ 
senting  this  bill  to  the  House. 

As  I  stated  before,  the  legislation  set 
out  in  this  bill  has  been  in  critical  need 
for  the  last  10  years.  The  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  over  weeks  of  hearings, 
have  heard  testimony  from  eu-cuit  judges, 
district  Federal  judges,  lawyers,  and  bar 
associations.  The  Judicial  Conference 
of  1948,  the  Attornejr  General  of  the 
United  States,  and  all  these  various  cir¬ 
cuit  and  district  images  have  endorsed 
the  legislation  sejf  out  in  this  bill.  The 
Director  of  Administration  for  the  United 
States  courtsjfias  submitted  all  of  the 
necessary  d%ta  and  statistics  setting  out 
the  need  fg#  additional  circuit  and  Fed¬ 
eral  distort  judges  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try  in  flfrder  to  relieve  the  highly  con- 
gestedrcondition  of  certain  Federal  courts 
throughout  the  country.  The  Adminis¬ 
trative  Office  of  the  United  States  Courts 
,s  scrutinized  the  records  of  these  vari¬ 
ous  Federal  courts  from  1940  down  to 
June  30,  1949,  in  order  to  determine  the 
necessity  for  this  legislation.  In  1948 
these  statistics  showed  that  private  cases 
alone  have  increased  the  work  load  of 
the  Federal  district  courts  by  over  1,000 
cases  in  1  year.  The  annual  average  in¬ 
crease  in  the  Federal  district  courts  of 
the  United  States  is  one-third  more  than 
it  was  in  any  year  before  the  war.  Since 
1940  civil  litigation  alone  in  the  various 
district  courts  has  increased  over  32  per¬ 
cent  and  private  civil  cases,  which  are 
really  the  time-consuming  cases  in  Fed¬ 
eral  courts,  has  increased  over  38  percent. 
During  this  period  the  increase  in  the 
number  of  Federal  judges  has  been  only 
5  percent,  while  the  increase  in  the  work 
load  has  averaged  about  38  percent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  tbis  bill  calls  for  24  new 
judges,  6  circuit  judges,  and  18  district 
judges.  The  Judiciary  Committee  has 
done  a  magnificent  job  in  determining 
the  various  districts  throughout  the 
United  States  where  these  district  judges 
should  be  assigned.  In  my  own  district, 
the  northern  district  of  Indiana,  the  Fed- 
^^eral  district  judge  sits  at  Fort  Wayne 
'"lipd  at  Hammond  and  at  South  Bend. 
As  far  back  as  5  or  6  years  ago  I  heard 
judges,  lawyers,  and  the  United  States 
attorney  complain  about  the  terrific 
work  Ibad  in  the  Federal  district  court 
in  northern  Indiana,  that  undecided  cases 
had  piled%p  not  only  into  the  hundreds 
but  into  th^cthousands. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation  came  out 
of  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  by  a 
unanimous  vot^and  should  be  enacted 
into  law.  \ 

(Mr.  BROWN  of^hio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  Revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio\  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Ind|ana,  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Ruld§  [Mr.  Mad¬ 
den],  has  explained,  House^feesolution 
248  makes  in  order  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  H.  R.  4963,  under  an  Of%n  rule 
providing  for  2  hours  of  general  debate. 
This  very  important  measure  was^re- 
ported  by  the  House  Committee  on  Ihe 
Judiciary  by  a  unanimous  vote.  I  undelV 
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om  the  Los  Angeles  News  of  June  11,  1949] 

ONCE  AGAIN,  THE  REDS 

Le^jS  get  this  straight:  The  Daily  News 
and  t^4s  writer  believe  that  communism,  as 
it  exists;<jn  fact,  is  a  dangerous  world  con¬ 
spiracy,  Put  to  destroy  the  United  States 
Government  It's  chief  exponent  is  Soviet 
Russia. 

Communism^ likg  a  trap,  is  baited  with 
ideals,  promises*;  clever  phrases  and  distor¬ 
tions.  There  is  ^particular  bait  for  each 
individual:  if  a  m^n  is  having  hard  luck 
financially,  communkn  will  punish  the  man 


who  had  good  luck  aii 
of  the  loser;  if  he  fe 
discriminated  against  because  of  race,  creed, 
or  color,  communism  wik  be  the  great 
equalizer;  it  will  exalt  him  -ibid  destroy  his 
enemies.  Communism  will  fend  injustice 
and  solve  all  problems.  % 

So  the  promises  go.  Each  is  a  “gait  calcu¬ 
lated  to  trap  the  individual. 

Communists  are  trained  to  become  agi¬ 
tators,  confusers,  and  troublemakers.  :YVhen 
the  hard  core  of  the  Communist  Partyren- 
tered  the  United  States,  it  found  a  virgin 
field  for  operations.  No  people  anywhere  in 


solve  the  problems 
that  he  is  being 


The  service  that  Jack  Tenney  is  rendering 
the  Communist  Party  in  California  follows 
precisely  and  exactly  the  Communist  line. 
There  is  a  phrase  for  it — it  is  called  reductio 
ad  absurdum.  That  means  reduce  a  thing 
to  absurdity  and  you  destroy  it.  The  Com¬ 
munists  want  to  destroy  all  un-American 
activities  work — not  only  in  the  National 
Capital  but  in  California.  They  know  they 
cannot  destroy  it  through  straightforward 
opposition  and  so  they  use  a  political  trick 
that  has  been  successful  down  through  the 
centuries:  Make  it  absurd  and  it  will  die. 

In  plain  words,  what  the  Communist  con¬ 
spirators  want  is  to  have  as  many  prominent, 
decent  citizens  named  as  Communists  as 
possible. 

Let’s  take  a  concrete  example:  The  San 
Francisco  Chronicle.  Here  is,  a  newspaper 
that  is  regarded  as  one  of  the  best  edited  in 
the  United  States.  It  has  long  served  as  a 
conservative,  constructive  journal.  It  has 
the  respect  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  citi¬ 
zens  in  San  Francisco  and  elsewhere. 

The  Communists  would  pay  handsomely 
to  be  able  to  say  to  the  people  in  San  Fran¬ 
cisco:  “You  have  read  and  followed  the 
Chronicle  for  many  years.  You  believe  in  it. 
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the  world  except  perhaps  in  Great  Britain5!.  well,  see  here,  the  un-American  activities 
and,  for  a  time,  in  France — so  enjoyed,  or  % 


or 

for  that  matter,  so  abused,  freedom  of 
speech,  freedom  of  the  press,  and  freedom 
of  action.  The  clever  Communists  took  ad¬ 
vantage  of  these  freedoms  and  used  them 
for  their  own  sinister  purposes. 

No  sane,  thoughtful  American  citizen 
could  view  objectively  the  state  of  affairs 
that  has  prevailed  in  the  United  States — - 
especially  during  the  last  17  years — without 
realizing  that  Communist  activities  have 
permeated  many  of  our  most  sacred  institu¬ 
tions,  and,  if  allowed  to  remain  active,  will 
destroy  them. 

A  democracy  is  slow  to  take  action  and, 
by  its  very  nature,  lacks  the  efficiency  and 
the  thoroughness  of  a  dictatorship. 

The  Federal  Government  and  many  of  the 
States  undertook  to  combat  the  Red  menace 
through  democratic  processes.  Un-Ameri¬ 
can  activity  agencies  were  established  and 
undertook  to  ferret  out,  expose,  and,  wher¬ 
ever  possible,  throw  out  Communists  and 
their  fellow  travelers. 

California,  like  many  other  States,  has 
its  un-American  activities  committee. 

Because  we  believe  that  such  a  committee 
is  indispensable  to  the  welfare  of  the  State 
and  should  be  supported,  we  repeat  what 
we  should  have  said  before  hi  this  column: 
We  believe  that  our  un-American  activities 


ommittee,  headed  by  Jack  B.  Tenney,  now.< 
and  reports  that  the  San  Francisq^ 
nicle  is  on  the  Communist  side.  N#v 
you  explain  that?  If  communis*  is 

„ _ _  ough  for  the  Chronicle,  it  mi*Ft  be 

good  erkjugh  for  you.  Join  up.”  0 

Or  ta®^  another  example:  The  S#n  Fran¬ 
cisco  New*S\  This  is  one  of  a  chain:* of  news¬ 
papers  fiwn^  by  the  Scripps-Ho#ard  organ¬ 
ization.  As  far  back  as  I  can  uftnember,  the 
entire  chain  hak  been  part  ana  parcel  of  the 
American  way  otSjJife  in  evefy  respect. 

The  Communis% wouldHike  to  say  to  a 
prospect:  “Now  you*,  searthat  according  to 
Jack  Tenney  and  his^ylf-American  activities 
committee,  the  San  Era® cisco  News  is  help¬ 
ing  the  Communistpcaiils.  Well,  if  people 
like  that  see  something  wo'fejh  while  in  com¬ 
munism,  it  is  good  enough  fc^r  you,  isn’t  it? 
Why  don’t  you^fbin  up?” 

The  Comnjjfnist  Party  and  of  its  pub¬ 
lications  h&fe  printed  more  derot^tory  arti¬ 
cles  about#ne  than  perhaps  any  siBgle  news, 
paperma#  in  California,  notwithstanding 
which  Jgne  Los  Angeles  Daily  News  continues 
to  rec^fve  the  strong  and  faithful  support  of 
hui^fireds  of  thousands  of  readers  in  %os 
Ajjgeles. 

Jrf  the  Communists  could  say  to  a  prospect:  . 

According  to  Jack  B.  Tenney  and  his  un¬ 


committee,  as  directed  by  its  chairman^-:'  American  activities  committee,  the  Daily 
Senator  Jack  B.  Tenney,  not  only  has  failed"' 
to  serve  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  intended 
but  has  been  used  more  effectively  tharvkny 
other  governmental  institution  in  the^Btate 
of  California  to  aid,  assist,  and  develyp  com¬ 
munism  in  this  State. 

Since  the  congressional  Un-Arafbican  Ac¬ 
tivities  Committee  more  than  0  years  ago 
linked  Jack  Tenney  with  racial  left-wing 
movements  in  California  anctifo  found  in  its 
investigations,  there  was  and  is  justifiable 
suspicion  that  he  could  bjf  actively  working 
for  the  Communist  Partjgr 

I  do  not,  however,  tj#nk  that  Jack  Tenney 
is  the  master  mind  f<#  the  Reds.  I  think  he 
is  a  political  opportunist  who  is  playing  with 
fire  and  has  whajf  amounts  to  a  moronic 
concept  of  what. fire  can  do. 

My  view  is  ttiftt  he  was  a  Red  during  the 
depression  wifen  he  thought  that  being  a 
spokesman  -iSor  the  Communist  element 
would  a  (Offence  his  political  fortunes,  and 
that  he  pitched  over  when  he  saw  a  great 
light  ap'd  believed  that  he  could  get  farther 
on  th# other  side. 

What  Jack  B.  Tenney  thinks  and  says, 
however,  is  one  thing;  what  he  does  is 
smother. 


In  any  event,  the  State  of  California  can-, 
not  afford  to  have  an  irresponsible  oppor¬ 
tunistic  firebrand  in  charge  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  committee  in  its  government^' 

Jack  B.  Tenney  should  be  removed  #s- head 
of  this  committee  and  a  man  who  under¬ 
stands  the  words  "United  States  bf  America” 
should  be  put  in  his  place.  An#  the  sooner, 


the  better. — M.  B. 


News  does  not  support  anticommunism,” 
they  would  have  gained  an  important  objec¬ 
tive. 

Jack  B.  Tenney  now  makes  that  statement 
possible.  ’*■ 

No  one  can  read  the  list  of  men  and  insti¬ 
tutions  who  have  been  included  by  Jack 
Tenney  in  his  un-American  activities  reports 
without  being  appalled  that  he  has  taken 
his  high  position  so  lightly;  that  he  has  ap¬ 
parently  been  a  willing  tool  in  the  hands  of 
the  Communists  who  want  nothing  more 
than  to  confuse  the  public  by  “authenticat¬ 
ing”  such  a  list. 

Even  his  apologists  explain  that  he  con¬ 
siders  his  un-American  activities  committee 
as  a  club  that  he  can  use  to  collect  campaign 
contributions  and  political  endorsements. 
If  an  individual  or  newspaper  refuses  to  en¬ 
dorse  him  for  office,  he  is  in  a  position  to 
say:  “I  will  see  that  you  are  mentioned  ad¬ 
versely  in  the  report  of  the  Un-American  Ac¬ 
tivities  Committee.” 

Whether  he  does  this  with  malice  or  fore¬ 
thought,  I  do  not  know.  Perhaps  he  has  a 
moronic  blind  spot  and  is  unable  to  see  how 
perilously  un-American  such  activities  really 
are. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


HON.  LDfDLEY  BECKWORTH 

ff  OF  TEXAS 

IN  THEjKOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Jrhursday,  June  16,  1949 

Mj#  BECKWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker, 
under  leave  granted  to  extend  my  re¬ 
irks  in  the  Record,  I  include  the  fol- 
Swing  letters: 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Bureau  of  Mines, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  7,  1949. 
Hon.  Lindley  Beckworth, 

House  of  Representatives. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Beckworth:  I  take  pleasure 
in  sending  you  the  following  remarks  with 
reference  to  the  article  in  the  Fort  Worth 
Star-Telegram  of  May  29,  1949,  that  you  at¬ 
tached  to  your  note  dated  May  26. 

During  the  period  of  rapidly  growing  de¬ 
mand  for  petroleum  that  terminated  toward 
the  end  of  1948,  the  market  readily  absorbed 
production  from  United  States  fields  at  pro¬ 
gressively  higher  record  rates  (at  advanced 
prices)  and  in  addition  sharply  increased 
imports  from  foreign  sources.  There  seems 
to  be  rather  general  agreement  that  domestic 
production  was  at  or  very  near  to  maximum 
rates  during  most  of  1947  and  1948.  Hence, 
expanded  imports  were  required  to  avoid  very 
severe  shortages. 

With  the  beginning  of  1949  an  abrupt  de¬ 
cline  in  the  demand  for  petroleum  developed, 
as  reflected  in  statistics  of  the  United  States 
producing  and  refining  industry.  Under  this 
condition  there  is  little  doubt  that  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  imported  oil  has  been  felt,  particu¬ 
larly  in  Texas  whioh  has  absorbed  the  major 
part  of  the  decline  in  demand.  Imports 
.have  declined  but  are  still  materially  greater 
'Uhan  they  were  in  the  early  postwar  period. 
IB,  States  other  than  Texas  and  the  Penn¬ 
sylvania  grade-producing  area,  the  income  of 
crude-oil  producers  and  royalty  owners  has 
suffered  relatively  little  because  production 
rates  alVci  crude  prices  at  the  wells  have  not 
changed'greatly . 

We  beli^te  that  the  indicated  demand  for 
oil  in  the  late  months  of  1949  will  be  signifi¬ 
cantly  above  ^current  and  recent  rates  and 
that  Texas  oil  wiyi  regain  much  of  the  recent 
loss. 

We  agree,  howe^W,  that  the  maintenance 
of  conditions  in  thetUnited  States  that  will 
cause  a  continuation^ f  active  exploration 
and  development  of  petroleum  reserves  is 
essential  to  the  national  interest.  Such  a 
program  can  provide  the  nteans  of  achieving 
again  a  productive  capacity  within  the 
United  States  sufficiently  in  eStess  of  current 
needs  to  serve  as  an  effective*^afety  factor 
in  the  event  of  a  future  war, 
ment  of  this  objective  will  be  infi 
course,  by  future  policy  of  the  Go\%nment 
with  respect  to  imports  of  petroleum 

Your  clipping  from  the  Star-Telegrajp  is 
returned  herewith.  *  \ 

Sincerly  yours, 

Thgs.  H.  Miller, 

Acting  Director, 
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\The  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 

Washington,  June  14,  1949, 

HonlijINDLEY  BECKWORTH, 

Hejuse  of  Representatives. 

My  d®ar  Mr.  Beckworth:  I  was  glad  to 
receive  t&e,  copy  of  the  editorial.  Oil  Imports 
Rising  to  Danger  Level,  from  the  Fort  Worth 
Star-Telegram,  which  you  sent  me  on  June  1. 

The  keynote  of  the  editorial  is  in  the  last 
paragraph,  I  where  it  is  stated  that 

the  danger  from  fcil  imports  is  in  halting  or 
severely  curtailing^he  constant  search 
and  development  of  our  oil  resources. 

The  Railroad  Commission  of  Texas  has  re¬ 
leased  information  which  shows  that  through 
June  4,  1949,  there  wefe,  197  new  oil  dis¬ 
coveries  in  Texas  as  cornered  with  131  in 
1948;  gas  discoveries  totalecf-^50  as  compared 
with  27;  oil-well  completions  in  1949  to¬ 
taled  3,671  as  compared  with  3m)  0  last  year; 
gas  wells  totaled  307  as  compare^,  with  258; 
and  drilling  applications  6,220  as'yjompared 
with  5,847.  The  commission  also  lia^  stated 
that  new  oil-well  completions  in  Te?®as  add 
about  35.000  barrels  per  month  to  the^daily 
oil  allowable,  which  gives  us  another  mea%jre 
of  the  extent  of  new  oil  finding  in  Texas. 

Although  the  current  output  of  Texas  cru 
oil  is  substantially  below  that  of  last  winter, 
it  is  good  to  note  from  the  figures  of  the  rail¬ 
road  commission  that  the  search  for  oil  con¬ 
tinues  in  Texas  at  a  rate  well  ahead  of  last 
year. 

Sincerely, 

William  E.  Warne, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


which  they  abhor.  I  expect  to  take  some 
time  in  the  next  few  days  to  deal  further 
with  this  subject. 

They  are  anxious  that  a  labor  bill  be 
passed  which  would  be  in  the  interest, 
not  of  big  business  and  big  labor  leaders, 
but  in  the  interest  of  the  public  and  the 
man  in  overalls  who  must  work  to  make 
a  living  for  himself  and  family. 


June  16 


Radio  Service  to  the  Great  Lakes  Region 


-  EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  CHARLES  E.  POTTER 

OF  MICHIGAN 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday,  June  16,  1949 
Mr.  POTTER.  Mr.  Speaker, 


Government  Reorganization 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

OF 

HON.  A.  L.  MILLER 

OF  NEBRASKA 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday,  June  16,  1949 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  am  pleased  to  know  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  have  finally  come  to  an  agreement 
upon  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  the 
bill  to  give  the  President  powers  to  re¬ 
organize  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government. 

I  think  the  compromise  we  have  before 
us  this  morning  is  excellent.  I  take  a 
rather  dim  view  of  proposals  that  may  be 
presented  by  the  bureaus.  You  know  it 
is  not  easy  to  take  $3,000,000,000  off  the 
Federal  pay  roll,  because  that  would 
mean  in  the  reorganization,  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  three  or  four  hundred  thousand 
Federal  employees.  Mr.  Speaker,  these 
are  pay-roll  votes  and  bureaucracy  will 
fight  fiercely  to  grow  larger  instead  of 
smaller.  I  personally  expect  to  support 
every  phase  of  the  reorganization  plan 
which  will  bring  efficiency  to  govern¬ 
ment. 

I  spent  a  few  days  in  Nebraska  this 
last  week,  and  I  found  that  the  people 
in  my  district  have  3  things  uppermost 
in  their  minds. 

One  was  for  economy  in  government 
which  included  adopting  the  Hoover  re¬ 
organization  plan  and  implementing  it 
with  necessary  legislation  to  cut  out  the 
overlapping,  inefficient  bureaus  in  gov¬ 
ernment. 

They  are  nearly  100  percent  against 
the  Brannan  farm  program.  They  feel 
it  means  regimentation  and  controls 


as  a 

member  of  the  Committee  on  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  and  as  the  Repre¬ 
sentative  of  a  Michigan  district  bordered 
y  three  of  the  Great  Lakes,  I 
are  of  the  need  for  radio  service  ter" 
tli^se  who  make  their  living  on  the  Lakes 
ancPtp  those  who  enjoy  unexcelled  bpfit- 
ing  irftthe  vacationland  that  is  Michigan. 

WJI%  Detroit,  in  my  State,  renders 
an  exceptionally  fine  weather/service, 
one  not  6nly  of  prime  imppftance  to 
listeners  in  ftomes  in  Michigaji  and  near¬ 
by  States,  b^t  a  special  .tfaily  marine 
weather  servickto  the  thphsands  of  sea¬ 
men  who  make  "iheir  Jiving  on  vessels 
plying  the  Great  Wke£. 

WJR  is  a  clear-channel  station;  there¬ 
fore,  it  is  protecteff1' airing  the  daytime 
from  interference  froth,  other  stations, 
and  at  night  i^is  the  \nly  station  to 
operate  on  tha£  frequency/\60  kilocycles, 
anywhere  iff1*  the  United  ^States  and 
North  Arnica.  With  its  cleat  channel, 
it  is  abl^o  reach  beyond  greyer  De¬ 
troit,  tgfthe  rural  and  sparselyVjettled 
areas  .which  otherwise  would  havaUittle 
or  ^‘  opportunity  to  receive  the  irkiu- 
m^able  benefits  of  radio — weather  afed 
rjprket  information,  news  broadcast: 
=and  entertainment. 

Under  leave  to  extend  my  remarks,  I 
would  like  to  include  in  the  Record  the 
following  statement  on  WJR’s  dear- 
channel  marine  weather  service,  plus 
letters  of  commendation  from  the  United 
States  Department  of  Commerce,  the 
Detroit  branch  of  the  United  States  Navy 
Hydrographic  Office,  the  physics  depart¬ 
ment  of  Denison  University  in  Ohio,  and 
several  others  from  grateful  sportsmen: 

Every  sailor  must  know  two  things  at  all 
times — where  he  is,  and  what  kind  of  weather 
he  can  expect.  This  vital  information  must 
be  his  whether  he  be  aboard  a  Great  Lakes 
freighter,  a  commercial  fishing  boat,  ‘  or  a 
private  yacht.  On  March  4,  1946,  WJR  es¬ 
tablished  a  complete  farm  weather  report 
and  forecast  direct  from  the  Detroit  office 
of  the  United  States  Weather  Bureau.  "It 
was  soon  found  that  many  sailors  and  com¬ 
mercial  fishermen  were  making  extensive  use 
of  this  weather  data  despite  the  fact  that 
these  broadcasts  were  not  designed  specifi¬ 
cally  as  marine  reports.  The  reason  for  this 
was  toldfold:  First,  and  foremost,  the  Good-, 
will  Station's  clear-channel  signal  and  ex¬ 
tensive  coverage;  second,  a  great  majority 
of  boats  and  ships  are  equipped  only  with 
broadcast  receivers.  In  view  of  this,  three 


series  of  marine  weather  reports  were  insty 
tuted:  One,  a  complete  report  at  12:  06  a.  ns. 
each  day  Sunday  through  Saturday;  two, 
the  farm  weather  report  at  6:  40  a.  mvJ5un- 
lay  through  Saturday  (broadcast  by  U. 
3.  Weather  Bureau  personnel  direct  from 
the  Detroit  office  of  the  Bureau^'  was  ex¬ 
panded  to  include  specific  hydrographic  in¬ 
formation;  three,  marine  weather  material 
vas  incorporated  into  a  newjy  program  5  to 
5:15  p.  m.  Monday  through^, 

To  insure  complete  courage  of  weather 
•  -  *‘-~  '"4aata  needed  by  lake  sean&n,  an  inquiry  was 
made  by  WJR  from  Weather  Bureau  ex¬ 
perts,  the  United  Statfes  Navy  Hydrographic 
Office,  and  the  sail^s  themselves  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  exact  information  was  needed 
and  what  would-be  the  best  form  for  its 
broadcasting,  is  a  result,  the  broadcasts 
were  set  up  aifollows: 

12:06  a.  Jft.  report:  A  complete  forecast 
for  Lakes 'H&ron,  St.  Clair,  and  western  Erie, 
includin&ixpected  weather,  wind  direction 
and  velocity;  prevailing  conditions  at  se¬ 
lected  nations  from  Sault  St.  Marie  to  Cleve¬ 
land  /{ weather,  wind  direction  and  velocity, 
barometer,  temperature,  and  dewpoint); 
storm  warnings  (when  indicated) . 

6 :40  a.  m.  report :  Forecast  for  Lakes  Huron, 
,.  ,/St.  Clair  and  Erie,  including  expected  weather, 
am  welly  winc|  direction  and  velocity;  the  present  De¬ 
troit  barometer  reading,  temperature  and 
dewpoint;  storm  warnings  (when  indicated). 

5-5:15  p.  m.  report  (as  part  of  news  pro¬ 
gram)  :  Lake  forecast,  including  expected 
weather,  wind  direction  and  velocity;  present 
wind  direction  and  velocity,  temperature; 
storm  warnings  (when  indicated). 

This  series  of  broadcasts  represents  one  of 
the  most  far-reaching  coverages  of  marine- 
weather  information  of  any  commercial  radio 
station  on  the  Great  Lakes.  That  these  re¬ 
ports  are  filling  a  vital  need  for  Lake  sailors 
and  fishermen  has  been  verified  by  a  number 
of  responsible  sources.  The  United  States 
Weather  Bureau  has  commended  WJR  on  the 
extensive  effects  of  the  broadcasts.  The 
United  States  Navy  Hydrographic  Office  has 
indicated  them  to  be  of  great  value  to  marine 
traffic  on  the  Great  Lakes.  Representatives 
of  Great  Lakes  yachtsmen  have  expressed 
the  manifold  benefits  derived  from  these  re¬ 
ports  by  the  hundreds  of  small-boat  sailors 
they  represent.  Private  individuals  con¬ 
tinually  inform  the  Goodwill  Station  of  the 
importance  of  these  broadcasts  to  them. 

Just  as  thousands  of  mariners  on  Lakes 
Huron,  St.  Clair,  and  Erie  use  compass, 
lights,  and  beaedns  to  give  them  their  posi¬ 
tion,  they  depend  on  WJR’s  clear-channel 
voice  to  bring  them  the  other  portion  of 
formation — the  weather — which  they 

st  have  for  safe  navigation. 


Weather  Bureau, 

Jntted  States  Department 

of  Commerce, 

\  Detroit,  Mich.,  May  13,  1949. 
Mr.  Harry  Wismer, 

General  'Manager ,  Radio  Station  WJR, 
Detroit.  Mich. 

Dear  Mr.  Wisher  :  Through  courtesy  of 
Station  WJR,  thdViVeather  Bureau  in  the 
Detroit  area  is  enabW  to  give  what  we  con¬ 
sider  an  outstanding^service  to  the  public 
of  Michigan  and  surrounding  areas.  The 
broadcast  direct  from  buOjiffice  on  Mr.  Wells’ 
program  at  approximately^) :  40  each  morn¬ 
ing  enables  us  to  not  only  inform  the  public 
of  forecasts,  but  also  to  giv^t  spot  weather 
conditions  over  a  considerable^  area  and  a 
general  picture  of  the  weather^ap,  which 
enables  our  many  listeners  to  visualize  the 
current  situation  and  formulate  p(ans  for 
their  activities. 

These  broadcasts  are  designed  prirf^rily 
for  the  benefit  of  agricultural  interests 'and 
from  comments  received  both  by  your  station 
and  our  office,  it  is  apparent  they  constitute 


a  real  service  covering  a  large  area. 


OwingX 


[Public  Law  109- -81st  Congress] 

[Chapter  22G-  -1st  Session] 

[II.  R.  2361] 

AN  ACT 

To  provide  for  the  reorganization  of  Government  agencies,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and.  Blouse  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

TITLE  I 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reorganization  Act  of 
1949'’. 

NEED  FOR  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  President  shall  examine  and  from  time  to  time 
reexamine  the  organization  of  all  agencies  of  the  Government  and  shall 
determine  what  changes  therein  are  necessary  to  accomplish  the 
following  purposes : 

( 1 )  to  promote  the  better  execution  of  the  laws,  the  more  effec¬ 
tive  management  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  and 
of  its  agencies  and  functions,  and  the  expeditious  administration 
of  the  public  business ; 

(2)  to  reduce  expenditures  and  promote  economy,  to  the  fullest 
extent  consistent  with  the  efficient  operation  of  the  Government; 

(3)  to  increase  the  efficiency  of  the  operations  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable; 

(4)  to  group,  coordinate,  and  consolidate  agencies  and  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Government,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to  major 
purposes; 

(5)  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  by  consolidating  those 
having  similar  functions  under  a  single  head,  and  to  abolish  such 
agencies  or  functions  thereof  as  may  not  be  necessary  for  the 
efficient  conduct  of  the  Government ;  and 

(6)  to  eliminate  overlapping  and  duplication  of  effort. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest  demands  the 
carrying  out  of  the  purposes  specified  in  subsection  (a)  and  that  such 
purposes  may  be  accomplished  in  great  measure  by  proceeding  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  can  be  accomplished  more  speedily 
thereby  than  by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 

REORGANIZATION  PLANS  ' 

Sec.  3.  Whenever  the  President,  after  investigation,  finds  that — 

(1)  the  transfer  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency,  or  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof,  to  the  jurisdiction 
and  control  of  any  other  agency ;  or 
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(2)  the  abolition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  functions  of  any 
agency ;  or 

(3)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  any  agency,  or  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  functions  thereof, 
with  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  other  agency  or  the  functions 
thereof ;  or 

(4)  the  consolidation  or  coordination  of  any  part  of  any  agency 
or  the  functions  thereof  With  any  other  part  of  the  same  agency  or 
the  functions  thereof;  or 

(5)  the  authorization  of  any  officer  to  delegate  any  of  his 
functions;  or 

(G)  the  abolition  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  agency  which 
agency  or  part  does  not  'have,  or  upon  the  taking  effect  of  the 
reorganization  plan  will  not  have  any  functions, 
is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  section  2 
(a),  he  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for  the  making  of  the 
reorganizations  as  to  which  he  has  made  findings  and  which  he  includes 
in  the  plan,  and  transmit  such  plan  (bearing  an  identifying  number) 
to  the  Congress,  together  with  a  declaration  that,  with  respect  to  each 
reorganization  included  in  the  plan,  he  has  found  that  such  reorganiza¬ 
tion  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  section 
2  (a).  The  delivery  to  both  Houses  shall  be  on  the  same  day  and 
shall  be  made  to  each  House  while  it  is  in  session.  The  President, 
in  his  message  transmitting  a  reorganization  plan,  shall  specify  with 
respect  to  each  abolition  of  a  function  included  in  the  plan  the 
statutory  authority  for  the  exercise  of  such  function,  and  shall  specify 
the  reduction  of  expenditures  (itemized  so  far  as  practicable)  which 
it  is  probable  will  be  brought  about  by  the  taking  effect  of  the 
reorganizations  included  in  the  plan. 

OTHER  CONTENTS  OF  PLANS 

Sec.  4.  Any  reorganization  plan  transmitted  by  the  President  under 

section  3 — 

(1)  shall  change,  in  such  cases  as  he  deems  necessary,  the  name 
of  any  agency  affected  by  a  reorganization,  and  the  title  of  its 
head;  and  shall  designate  the  name  of  anjr  agency  resulting  from 
a  reorganization  and  the  title  of  its  head ; 

(2)  may  include  provisions  for  the  appointment  and  compen¬ 
sation  of  the  head  and  one  or  more  other  officers  of  any  agency 
(including  an  agency  resulting  from  a  consolidation  or  other 
type  of  reorganization)  if  the  President  finds,  and  in  his  message 
transmitting  the  plan  declares,  that  by  reason  of  a  reorganization 
made  by  the  plan  such  provisions  are  necessary.  The  head  so 
provided  for' may  be  an  individual  or  may  be  a  commission  or 
board  with  two  or  more  members.  In  the  case  of  any  such 
appointment  the  term  of  office  shall  not  be  fixed  at  more  than 
four  years,  the  compensation  shall  not  be  at  a  rate  in  excess  of 
that  found  bv  the  President  to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable 
officers  in  the  executive  branch,  arid,  if  the  appointment  is  not 
under  the  classified  civil  service,  it  shall  be  by  the  President, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  except  that, 
in  the  case  of  any  officer  of  the  municipal  government  of  the 
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District  of  Columbia,  it  may  be  by  the  Board  of  Commissioners 
or  other  body  or  officer  of  such  government  designated  in  the  plan ; 

(3)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  or  other  disposition  of 
the  records,  property,  and  personnel  affected  by  any  reorgani¬ 
zation; 

(4)  shall  make  provision  for  the  transfer  of  such  unexpended 

balances  of  appropriations,  and  of  other  funds,  available  for  use  in 
connection  with  any  function  or  agency  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  as  he  deems  necessary  by  reason  of  the  reorganization  for 
use  in  connection  with  the  functions  affected  by  the  reorganization, 
or  for  the  use  of  the  agency  which  shall  have  such  have  such 
functions  after  the  reorganization  plan  is  effective,  but  such 
unexpended  balances  so  transferred  shall  be  used  only  for  the 
purposes  for  which  such  appropriation  was  originally  made ;  • 

(5)  shall  make  provision  for  terminating  the  affairs  of  any 
agency  abolished. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  POWERS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  No  reorganization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no 
reorganization  under  this  Act  shall  have  the  effect  of — - 

(1)  abolishing  or  transferring  an  executive  department  or  all 
the  functions  thereof  or  consolidating  any  two  or  more  executive 
departments  or  all  the  functions  thereof ;  or 

(2)  continuing  any  agency  beyond  the  period  authorized  by  law 
for  its  existence  or  beyond  the.  time  when  it  would  have  terminated 
if  the  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  or 

(3)  continuing  any  function  beyond  the  period  authorized  by 
law  for  its  exercise,  or  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  have 
terminated  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  or 

(4)  authorizing  any  agency  to  exercise  any  function  which  is 
not  expressly  authorized  by  law  at  the  time  the  plan  is  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress;  or 

(5)  increasing  the  term  of  any  office  beyond  that  provided  by 
law  for  such  office ;  or 

(6)  transferring  to  or  consolidating  with  any  other  agency  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  or  all  those 
functions  thereof  which  are  subject  to  this  Act,  or  abolishing 
said  government  or  all  said  functions. 

(b)  No  provision  contained  in  a  reorganization  plan  shall  take 
effect  unless  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  the  Congress  before  April  1, 
1953. 

TAKING  EFFECT  OF  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (c)  of  this  section,  the  provisions  of  the  reorganization  plan 
shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of  the  first  period  of  sixty  calen¬ 
dar  days,  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress,  following  the  date 
on  which  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  it;  but  only,  if  y  between  the  date 
of  transmittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  sixty-day  period  there  has 
not  been  passed  by  either  of  the  two  Houses,  by  the  affirmative  vote 
of  a  majority  of  the  authorized  membership  of  that  House,  a  resolu¬ 
tion  stating  in  substance  that  that  House  does  not  favor  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plan. 
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(b)  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  ( a)  — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  shall  be  considered  as  broken  only  by 
an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die ;  but 

(2:)  in  the  computation  of  the  sixty-day  period  there  shall  be 
excluded  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not  in  session  because 
of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day  certain. 

( c }  Any  provision  of  the  plan  may.,  under  provisions  contained  in 
the  plan,  be  made  operative  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on  which  the 
plan  shall  otherwise  take  effect. 

DEFINITION  OF  “AGENCY” 

Sec.  7.  When  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “agency”  means  any 
executive  department,  commission,  council,  independent  establishment, 
Government  corporation,  board,  bureau,  division,  service,  office,  officer, 
authority,  administration,  or  other  establishment,  in  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government,  and  means  also  any  and  all  parts  of  the 
municipal  government  of  the  District  of  Columbia  except  the  courts 
thereof.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  or  the  General  Accounting  Office,  which  are  a  part  of 
the  legislative  branch  of  the  Government. 

MATTERS  DEEMED  TO  EE  REORGANIZATIONS 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  term  “reorganization” 
means  any  transfer,  consolidation,  coordination,  authorization,  or 
abolition,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

SAVING  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regulation  or  other 
action  made,  prescribed,  issued,  granted,  or  performed  in  respect  of 
or  by  any  agency  or  function  affected  by  a  reorganization  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization, 
shall,  except  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded,  or  made 
inapplicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition  of  a  func¬ 
tion,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not  been  made; 
but  where  any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action  has  vested  the 
function  in  the-  agency  from  which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such 
function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes 
effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the  func¬ 
tion  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

(2)  As  used  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  the  term  “regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action”  means  any  regulation,  rule,  order,  policy,  determi¬ 
nation,  directive,  authorization,  permit,  privilege,  requirement,  desig¬ 
nation,  or  other  action. 

(b)  No  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  lawfully  commenced  by  or 
against  the  head  of  any  agency  or  other  officer  of  the  United  States,  in 
his  official  capacity  or  in  relation  to  the  discharge  of  his  official  duties, 
shall  abate  by  reason  of  the  taking  effect  of  any  reorganization  plan 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  but  the  court  may,  on  motion  or 
supplemental  petition  filed  at  any  time  within  twelve  months  after 
such  reorganization  plan  takes  effect,  showing  a  necessity  for  a  sur- 
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vival  of  such  suit,  action,  or  other  proceeding  to  obtain  a  settlement 
of  the  questions  involved,  allow  the  same  to  be  maintained  by  or 
against  the  successor  of  such  head  or  officer  under  the  reorganization 
effected  by  such  plan  or,  if  there  be  no  such  successor,  against  such 
agency  or  officer  as  the  President  shall  designate. 

UNEXPENDED  APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  Iff.  The  appropriations  or  portions  of  appropriations  unex¬ 
pended  by  reason  of  the  operation  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  used  for  any 
purpose,  but  shall  be  impounded  and  returned  to  the  Treasury. 

printing  of  reorganization  plans 

Sec.  11.  Each  reorganization  plan  which  shall  take  effect  shall  be 
printed  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same  volume  as  the  public 
laws,  and  shall  be  printed  in  the  Federal  Register. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  2*11.  The  following  sections  of  this  title  are  enacted  by  the 
Congress : 

(a)  As  an  exercise  of  the  rule-making  power  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives*  respectively,  and  as  such  they  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House,  respectively,  but  applicable 
only  with  respect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  such  House  in 
the  case  of  resolutions  (as  defined  in  section  202)  ;  and  such  rules  shall 
supersede  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  they  are  inconsistent 
therewith  *  and 

(b)  With  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of  either 
House  to  change  such  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  in 
such  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  in  the  case  of  any  other  rule  of  such  House. 

Sec.  202,  As  used  in  this  title,  the  term  “resolution”  means  only  a 
resolution  of  either  of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress,  the  matter  after 

the  resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  follows  r  “That  the - does  not 

favor  the  reorganization  plan  numbered  —  transmitted  to  Congress 

by  the  President  on - ,  19 — the  first  blank  space  therein 

being  filled  with  the  name  of  the  resolving  House  and  the  other  blank 
spaces  therein  being  appropriately  filled;  and  does  not  include  a 
resolution  which  specifies  more  than  one  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  203.  A  resolution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  shall 
be  referred  to  a  committee  (and  all  resolutions  with  respect  to  the 
same  plan  shall  be  referred  to  the  same  committee)  by  the  President 
of  the  Senate  or  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  as  the 
case  may  be. 

Sec.  201.  (a)  If  the  committee  to  which  has  been  referred  a  reso¬ 
lution  with  respect  to  a  reorganization  plan  has  not  reported  it 
before  the  expiration  of  ten' calendar  days  after  its  introduction,  it 
shall  then  (but  not  before)  be  in  order  to  move  either  to  discharge 
the  committee  from  further  consideration  of  such  resolution,,  or  to 
discharge  tire  committee  from  further  consideration  of  any  other 
resolution  with  respect  to  such  reorganization  plan  which  has  been 
referred  to  the  committee. 
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(b)  Such  motion  may  be  made  only  by  a  person  favoring  the  reso¬ 
lution,  shall  be  highly  privileged  (except  that  it  may  not  be  made 
after  the  committee  lias  reported  a  resolution  with  respect  to  the 
same  reorganization  plan),  and  debate  thereon  shall  be  limited  to  not 
to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and 
those  opposing  the  resolution.  No  amendment  to  such  motion  shall 
be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(c)  If  the  motion  to  discharge  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to,  such 
motion  may  not  be  renewed,  nor  may  another  motion  to  discharge 
the  committee  be  made  with  respect  to  any  other  resolution  with 
respect  to  the  same  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  When  the  committee  has  reported,  or  has  been  dis¬ 
charged  from  further  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with  respect  to  a 
reorganization  plan,  it  shall  at  any  time  thereafter  be  in  order  (even 
though  a  previous  motion  to  the  same  effect  has  been  disagreed  to)  to 
move  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  such  resolution.  Such  motion 
shall  be  highly  privileged  and  shall  not  be  debatable.  No  amendment 
to  such  motion  shall  be  in  order  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  such  motion  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

(b)  Debate  on  the  resolution  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  ten 
hours,  which  shall  be  equally  divided  between  those  favoring  and  those 
opposing  the  resolution.  A  motion  further  to  limit  debate  shall  not 
be  debatable.  No  amendment  to,  or  motion  to  recommit,  the  resolution 
shall  be  in  order,  and  it  shall  not  be  in  order  to  move  to  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  resolution  is  agreed  to  or  disagreed  to. 

Sec.  2C6.  (a)  All  motions  to  postpone,  made  with  respect  to  the 
discharge  from  committee,  or  the  consideration  of,  a  resolution  with 
respect  to  a  reorganization  plan,  and  all  motions  to  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  other  business,  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

(b)  All  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the  Chair  relating  to  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the  House  of  Representatives,  as 
the  case  may  be,  to  the  procedure  relating  to  a  resolution  with  respect 
to  a  reorganization  plan  shall  be  decided  without  debate. 

Approved  June  20,  1949. 


' 

■ 

' 
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INITIAL  PROGRAM  OF  REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  EXECU¬ 
TIVE  BRANCPI  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT 


MESSAGE 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

RECOMMENDATIONS  ON  AN  INITIAL  PROGRAM  OF  REORGANIZA¬ 
TION  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT 


June  20,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  have  today  signed  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  The  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  act  depart  from  my  recommendation  and  that  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  in  that  they 
permit  the  rejection  of  reorganization  plans  by  action  of  either  House 
of  Congress,  acting  alone.  Nevertheless,  I  am  glad  to  proceed,  under 
this  measure,  in  cooperation  with  the  Congress,  on  the  important  task 
of  improving  the  organization  of  the  executive  branch. 

I  am  today  transmitting  to  the  Congress  seven  reorganization  plans, 
each  with  a  related  message  setting  forth  its  purpose  and  effects.  I 
shall  also  transmit  an  additional  message  recommending  legislation 
to  place  the  management  and  financing  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
on  a  more  business-like  basis.  These  reorganization  measures  will 
contribute  significantly  to  the  more  responsible  and  efficient  admin¬ 
istration  of  Federal  programs.  They  are  important  steps  in  putting 
into  effect  several  major  recommendations  of  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government. 

During  this  session  of  the  Congress  I  have  made  a  number  of  recom¬ 
mendations  for  improvement  in  the  organization  and  management  of 
the  executive  branch.  They  are  closely  related  to  the  proposals  sub¬ 
mitted  today. 

The  recommendations  presented  to  the  Congress  at  this  session, 
in  response  to  the  specific  opportunity  presented  by  the  reports  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  and  the  passage  of  the  Reorganization 
Act,  are  of  two  types:  First  are  those  dealing  with  the  general  manage- 
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ment  of  the  Government  and  affecting  all  or  a  large  number  of  the 
agencies;  second  are  those  dealing  with  the  organization  of  individial 
major  departments  or  agencies. 

With  respect  to  general  management: 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  4  of  1949  rounds  out  the  organization 
of  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  by  transferring  to  it  the 
National  Security  Council  and  the  National  Security  Resources 
Board,  two  important  over-all  staff  agencies  of  the  executive  branch. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  5  of  1949  improves  the  organization  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  by  making  the  Chairman  responsible  for 
the  operation  of  civil-service  programs  within  regulations  made  by  the 
Commission.  This  will  free  the  Commission  as  a  body  to  concentrate 
upon  matters  of  basic  policy  and  on  the  determination  of  appeals. 

I  have  previously  recommended  legislation  for  carrying  out  the 
proposals  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government  that  salaries  of  top  officials  be  raised.  This  is 
essential  if  the  Government  is  to  retain  and  acquire  men  with  the 
vigor,  imagination,  and  experience  necessary  to  make  these  reorganiza¬ 
tion  measures  truly  effective. 

I  have  previously  recommended  enactment  of  the  Federal  property 
and  administrative  services  legislation  which  has  passed  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  is  pending  in  the  Senate.  This  legislation  will 
create  the  General  Services  Administration  and  make  fundamental 
improvements  in  the  Government’s  system  of  procurement  and 
property  management. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949,  which  transfers  the  Public  Roads 
Administration  to  the  Department  of  Commerce,  will  facilitate  the 
organization  of  the  General  Services  Administration  by  enabling  the 
new  agency  to  focus  its  attention  on  perfecting  central  services  and 
increasing  the  efficiency  of  the  housekeeping  activities  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  Furthermore,  it  will  place  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
in  its  most  appropriate  location  in  the  Government. 

The  Director  of  the  Budget  has  been  instructed  to  work  with  the 
departments  and  agencies  in  preparing  budget  estimates  on  a  per¬ 
formance  basis,  as  proposed  by  the  Commission  on  Organization  of 
the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government.  This  should  provide  a 
more  understandable  statement  of  Federal  activities  and  of  their 
financial  requirements  in  the  annual  budget. 

Other  important  steps  for  improving  fiscal  administration  are  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  pending  legislative  revisions  of  the  National  Security 
Act  and  the  legislation  I  shall  propose  for  the  Post  Office  Department. 
In  addition,  the  executive  agencies  are  cooperating  with  the  General 
Accounting  Office  in  improving  their  accounting  systems. 

Each  of  these  actions  is  in  general  accord  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government.  They  do  not  complete  the  task  of  reorganizing  the 
general  management  of  the  executive  branch,  hut  they  represent  a 
very  significant  beginning. 

With  respect  to  particular  departments  and  agencies: 

1  have  recommended,  and  the  Congress  has  enacted,  legislation  to 
permit  the  reorganization  of  the  Department  of  State  along  lines 
approved  by  the  Commission  on  Organization.  The  internal  reorgan¬ 
ization  of  that  Department  is  proceeding. 
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I  have  recommended,  and  the  Senate  has  acted  upon,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  National  Security  Act  and  improve  the  organization  and 
administration  of  our  defense  activities.  It  is  essential  that  action 
be  completed  on  this  measure  in  order  to  provide  responsible  leader¬ 
ship  for  our  defense  establishment.  This  legislation  will  not  only 
strengthen  the  administration  of  our  armed  forces  in  the  interest  of 
national  security,  it  will  also  make  possible  major  economies  in  the 
execution  of  activities  common  to  the  several  armed  forces. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  3  of  1949  and  the  legislation  I  shall 
recommend  both  deal  with  improvements  in  the  operation  and  man¬ 
agement  of  the  Post  Office.  The  plan  and  legislation  would  strengthen 
the  top  management  of  the  Post  Office  and  afford  that  Department 
greater  financial  and  operating  flexibility. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949  will  create  a  Department  of 
Welfare  to  administer  most  of  the  programs  now  within  the  Federal 
Security  Agency.  The  creation  of  this  Department  will  meet  a  long 
standing  need  of  the  executive  branch  and  recognize  the  importance 
of  our  social  security,  education,  and  related  programs. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949  strengthens  the  Department  of 
Labor  by  transferring  to  it  the  employment  service  and  unemployment 
compensation  activities.  This  conforms  to  the  recommendations  of 
the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  and 
reverses  undesirable  developments  of  recent  years  which  have  scattered 
various  labor  programs  throughout  the  executive  branch. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  6  of  1949  provides  for  the  more  effective 
administration  of  the  operating  activities  of  the  United  States  Mari¬ 
time  Commission  by  vesting  executive  authority  in  the  Chairman. 

These  are  important  moves  affecting  major  areas  of  the  Federal 
Government.  Additional  actions  will  be  required  to  deal  with  other 
problems  of  departmental  organization  and  administration.  I  intend 
to  submit  other  reorganization  plans  and  legislative  recommendations 
to  the  Congress  from  time  to  time. 

It  is  important  that  the  Congress  and  the  people  appreciate  the 
significance  of  these  legislative  proposals  and  reorganization  plans. 
The  common  objective  is  a  Government  establishment  which  performs 
its  authorized  functions  with  effectiveness  and  economy.  We  are 
seeking  to  obtain  this  through  improvements  in  organization  and 
administrative  arrangements. 

The  approval  of  a  reorganization  plan  or  the  enactment  of  a  statute 
dealing  with  organizational  and  administrative  arrangements  does 
not  automatically  produce  efficiency  and  economy  or  reduce  expendi¬ 
tures.  Only  the  curtailment  or  abolition  of  Government  programs 
can  be  expected  to  result  in  substantial  immediate  savings.  The 
significance  of  reorganization  plans  or  legislation  is  that  they  make 
it  possible  to  work  out  improvements  in  administration  which  will 
increase  efficiency  and  reduce  expenditures  over  a  period  of  time. 
Thus,  they  provide  a  necessary  basis  for  increased  economy  and 
efficiency. 

I  intend  to  see  that  full  advantage  is  taken  of  the  opportunity  for 
securing  better  operations  which  the  reorganization  plans  afford. 
This  will  require  a  steady  and  sustained  effort  to  achieve  improved 
management.  Without  such  an  effort  a  major  purpose  of  the  re¬ 
organization  actions  will  not  be  realized. 


4  REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  OF  GOVERNMENT 

Taken  together,  the  actions  listed  in  this  message  place  before  the 
Congress  an  initial  program  of  reorganization  covering  certain  areas 
which  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  has 
stated  hold  great  promise  of  increasing  economy  and  efficiency.  The 
Commission  did  not  state  the  amount  of  savings  which  could  be 
anticipated,  nor  is  it  possible  for  me  to  indicate  their  ultimate  dollar 
effect.  By  enlarging  the  opportunity  for  effective  management  within 
the  Government,  however,  they  will  lead  to  more  efficient  perform¬ 
ance  of  services  by  the  Government  and  lower  costs.  In  addition  to 
the  potential  economies,  these  actions  will  invigorate  and  promote 
better  management  within  the  Government. 

They  deserve  the  support  of  the  Congress  and  the  people. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  June  20,  1949. 
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FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  1  OF  1949,  PROVIDING  FOR  A  DEPART¬ 
MENT  OF  WELFARE 


June  20,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  oj  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949,  prepared 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 
This  plan  will  provide  for  a  Department  of  Welfare  to  take  its  place 
among  the  principal  executive  departments  of  the  Government.  This 
new  Department  will  perform  the  functions  and  conduct  the  programs 
now  administered  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  Responsibility 
and  authority  for  the  administration  of  these  programs  will  be  vested 
in  the  Secretary  of  Welfare. 

The  creation  of  a  Department  of  Welfare  is  long  overdue.  Presi¬ 
dent  Harding  first  recommended  to  the  Congress  the  establishment 
of  such  a  department  in  1923.  In  1937  President  Roosevelt’s  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Administrative  Management  likewise  recommended  the 
establishment  of  a  Department  of  Social  Welfare.  More  recently, 
the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government  has  recommended  the  creation  of  a  department  to 
administer  the  social  security  and  education  functions  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

The  foundation  for  the  Department  of  Welfare  was  laid  in  1939  with 
the  establishment  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  With  respect  to 
this  action  the  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  stated  in  its  report  on  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949 
that  “the  Federal  Security  Agency  should  have  been  designated  an 
executive  department”  at  the  time  of  its  creation;  but  the  Reorgani- 
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zation  Act  then  in  effect  did  not  permit  such  action.  A  second  step 
was  taken  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1946,  which  transferred 
additional  related  activities  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency  and 
strengthened  its  internal  organization.  Again,  the  Reorganization 
Act  then  in  effect  did  not  authorize  the  designation  of  the  Agency  as 
an  executive  department.  However,  I  stated  in  my  message  accom¬ 
panying  that  plan: 

*  *  *  but,  while  this  step  is  important  in  itself,  I  believe  that  a  third  step 

should  soon  be  taken.  The  time  is  at  hand  when  that  agency  should  be  converted 
into  an  executive  department. 

Since  then  I  have  several  times  proposed  that  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  be  made  an  executive  department. 

The  central  purpose  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  is  the  conserva¬ 
tion  and  development  of  the  human  resources  of  the  Nation.  Plainly, 
as  I  stated  in  my  message  transmitting  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of 
1946: 

The  size  and  scope  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  and  the  importance  of  its 
functions  call  for  departmental  status  and  a  permanent  place  in  the  President’s 
Cabinet. 

In  number  of  personnel  and  volume  of  expenditures  it  now  exceeds 
several  of  the  existing  executive  departments.  The  range  of  its 
programs  and  the  significance  of  then-  impact  upon  national  develop¬ 
ment  obviously  entitle  it  to  a  place  in  the  highest  rank  of  Federal 
organizations. 

On  May  9  of  this  year,  when  it  appeared  probable  that  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  legislation  would  not  permit  the  establishment  of  a  new  depart¬ 
ment,  I  urged  the  Congress  to  enact  a  measure  creating  a  Department 
of  Welfare.  Since  that  restriction  was  later  eliminated  from  the  bill 
and  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  authorizes  the  establishment  of 
an  executive  department,  I  have  concluded  that  the  reorganization- 
plan  procedure  affords  the  simplest  and  most  expeditious  method  of 
creating  a  Department  of  Welfare. 

In  order  to  improve  the  administration  of  the  Department,  the  plan 
consolidates  in  the  Secretary  of  Welfare  the  functions  now  vested  in 
the  various  officers  and  units  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  and 
authorizes  him  to  delegate  their  performance  to  appropriate  officers 
and  units  of  the  Department.  Thus,  it  carries  out  two  of  the  cardinal 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch  of  the  Government,  namely,  that  the  department  heads 
should  control  and  have  full  responsibility  for  the  conduct  of  their 
departments  and  that  they  should  have  authority  to  organize  their 
departments.  Such  authority  will  enable  the  Secretary  to  work  out 
the  most  effective  distribution  of  the  work  of  the  Department  and 
will  contribute  both  to  efficiency  and  economy  in  administration  and 
to  the  convenience  of  State  agencies  and  the  public  in  dealing  with 
the  Department. 

After  investigation  I  have  found  and  hereby  declare  that  each 
reorganization  included  in  this  plan  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or 
more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  (a)  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949.  I  also  have  found  and  declare  that  by  reason  of  these 
reorganizations  it  is  necessary  to  include  in  the  plan  provisions  for 
the  appointment  and  compensation  of  a  Secretary  of  Welfare  to  head 
the  Department  of  Welfare  and  of  an  Under  Secretary  and  three 
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Assistant  Secretaries  to  assist  him  in  the  proper  performance  of  the 
heavy  duties  involved  in  the  direction  of  the  Department. 

In  submitting  this  reorganization  plan,  I  am  fully  aware  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government  with  respect  to  the  various  units  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency.  Among  these  are  proposals  for  certain 
transfers  to  or  from  other  agencies.  In  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
of  1949,  which  I  am  transmitting  today,  I  am  providing  for  one  of  the 
most  important  of  these  transfers.  The  other  proposals  are  currently 
under  study,  but  final  conclusions  have  not  yet  been  reached  with 
respect  to  them.  The  establishment  of  the  Department  of  Welfare 
will  effectuate  the  one  recommendation  of  the  Commission  on  Organi¬ 
zation  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  for  the  creation 
of  a  new  executive  department.  It  will  not  in  any  wise  interfere  with 
the  presentation  of  additional  reorganization  plans  with  respect  to 
other  recommendations  of  the  Commission  in  this  field  or  with  the 
ability  of  the  Congress  to  deal  with  any  of  them  by  statute. 

The  reorganizations  included  in  this  plan  will  provide  for  greater 
flexibility  of  internal  organization,  clearer  responsibility,  and  more 
effective  administration  of  the  functions  of  the  new  Department. 
The  benefits  in  improved  service  and  lower  costs  will  flow  from  the 
administrative  actions  made  possible  by  the  plan  rather  than  immedi¬ 
ately  from  the  plan  itself.  Over  a  period  it  is  probable  that  substantial 
reductions  in  expenditures  will  result  in  comparison  with  those  which 
otherwise  will  be  necessary,  but  it  is  not  practicable  at  this  time  to 
itemize  such  reductions. 

The  creation  of  a  Department  of  Welfare  represents  a  sound  and 
much-needed  step  in  the  improvement  of  Federal  organization.  It 
provides  appropriate  recognition  for  the  related  and  highly  important 
functions  which  the  Government  carries  on  to  advance  the  welfare  of 
its  people.  I  urge  that  the  Congress  allow  this  reorganization  plan 
to  become  effective. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  June  20,  1949. 
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Prepared  by  the  President  and  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  Congress  assembled,  June  20,  1949,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  approved  June  20,  1949 

DEPARTMENT  OF  WELFARE 

Section  1.  Department  of  Welfare. — The  name  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  is  hereby  changed  to  “Department  of  Welfare”  and 
such  Department  is  hereby  constituted  an  executive  department. 

Sec.  2.  Secretary  of  Welfare. — (a)  There  shall  be  at  .the  head  of  the 
Department  of  Welfare  a  Secretary  of  Welfare,  who  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate 
and  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $15,000  per  annum  or  such 
other  compensation  as  shall  after  the  date  of  transmittal  of  this 
reorganization  plan  to  the  Congress  be  provided  by  law  for  the  secre¬ 
taries  of  executive  departments. 
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(b)  All  of  the  functions  of  the  Department  of  Welfare  and  of  all 
officers  and  constituent  units  thereof,  including  all  the  functions  of  the 
Federal  Security  Administrator,  are  hereby  consolidated  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Welfare. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Welfare  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  any  officer 
or  employee  or  to  any  bureau  or  other  organizational  unit  of  the 
Department  designated  by  him  such  of  his  functions  as  he  deems  ap¬ 
propriate,  except  that  the  function  of  promulgating  or  approving 
regulations  may  be  delegated  only  to  the  Under  Secretary  or  an 
Assistant  Secretary. 

(d)  Pending  the  initial  appointment  hereunder  of  the  Secretary  of 
Welfare,  but  not  for  a  period  exceeding  sixty  days,  the  Federal 
Security  Administrator  in  office  immediately  prior  to  the  taking  of 
effect  of  the]  provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan  shall  be  Acting 
Secretary  of  Welfare.  He  shall,  while  serving  as  Acting  Secretary, 
receive  the  compensation  of  Secretary  of  Welfare. 

Sec.  3.  Under  Secretary  and  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Welfare. — There 
shall  be  in  the  Department  of  Welfare  an  Under  Secretary  of  Welfare 
and  three  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Welfare  who  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  and 
each  of  whom  shall  perform  such  duties  as  the  Secretary  shall  direct. 
The  Under  Secretary  (or,  during  the  absence  or  disability  of  the  Under 
Secretary  or  in  the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  his  office,  an  Assistant 
Secretary  designated  by  the  Secretary)  shall  act  as  Secretary  during 
the  absence  or  disability  of  the  Secretary  or  in  the  event  of  a  vacancy 
in  the  office  of  Secretary.  The  Under  Secretary  and  the  Assistant 
Secretaries  shall  each  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $10,330  per 
annum  or  such  compensation  as  shall  after  the  date  of  transmittal 
of  this  reorganization  plan  to  the  Congress  be  provided  by  law  for  the 
Under  Secretaries  and  Assistant  Secretaries,  respectively,  of  executive 
departments. 

Sec.  4.  Abolition  of  offices—  (a)  The  office  of  Federal  Security 
Administrator  is  hereby  abolished. 

(b)  The  office  of  Assistant  Federal  Security  Administrator  is 
abolished  as  of  the  time  that  the  first  Under  Secretary  of  Welfare  is 
appointed,  or  sixty  days  after  the  taking  effect  of  this  reorganization 
plan,  whichever  shall  first  occur. 

(c)  The  two  offices  of  assistant  heads  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  (provided  for  in  section  5  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of 
1946  (60  Stat.  1095))  are  abolished  as  of  the  time  that  an  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Welfare  is  first  appointed,  or  sixty  flays  after  the  taking 
effect  of  this  reorganization  plan,  whichever  shall  first  occur. 


81st  CONGRESS 
18T  Session 


S.  RES.  147 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  29  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 

Mr.  F ulbright  (for  himself,  Mr.  Taft,  and  Mr.  Hunt)  submitted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  resolution ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments 


RESOLUTION 

1  j Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor  the  Re- 

2  organization  Plan  Numbered  1  transmitted  to  Congress  by 

3  the  President  on  June  20,  1949. 
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Calendar  No.  855 

j  Report 

(  No.  851 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  1  OF  1949  PROVIDING  FOR  A 
DEPARTMENT  OF  WELFARE 


August  8  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McClellan,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  submitted  the  following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  S.  Res.  147] 


The  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 
having  had  under  consideration  Senate  Resolution  147,  which  provides 
that  the  Senate  does  not  favor  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949,  re¬ 
port  favorably  thereon  and  recommend  that  the  resolution  be  approved 
by  the  Senate. 

The  President  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  in  Congress  assembled  on  June  20,  1949,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  approved  June  20,  1949, 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  providing  for  a  Department  of  Welfare  to 
take  its  place  among  the  principal  executive  departments  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  to  perform  the  functions  and  conduct  the  programs  now 
administered  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  vesting  responsibil¬ 
ity  and  authority  for  the  administration  of  these  programs  in  a  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Welfare. 

PROVISIONS  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  1  OF  1949 

DEPARTMENT  OF  WELFARE 

Section  1.  Department  of  Welfare. — The  name  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
is  hereby  changed  to  “Department  of  Welfare”  and  such  Department  is  hereby 
constituted  an  executive  department. 

Sec.  2.  Secretari/  of  Welfare. — (a)  There  shall  be  at  the  head  of  the  Department 
of  Welfare  a  Secretary  of  Welfare,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  and  receive  compensation  at  the 
rate  of  $15,000  per  annum  or  such  other  compensation  as  shall  after  the  date  of 
transmittal  of  this  reorganization  plan  to  the  Congress  be  provided  by  law  for  the 
secretaries  of  executive  departments. 

(b)  All  of  the  functions  of  the  Department  of  Welfare  and  of  all  officers  and 
constituent  units  thereof,  including  all  the  functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  are  hereby  consolidated  in  the  Secretary  of  Welfare. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Welfare  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  any  officer  or  employee 
or  to  any  bureau  or  other  organizational  unit  of  the  Department  designated  by 
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him  such  of  his  functions  as  he  deems  appropriate,  except  that  the  function  of 
promulgating  or  approving  regulations  may  be  delegated  only  to  the  Under 
Secretary  or  an  Assistant  Secretary. 

(d)  Pending  the  initial  appointment  hereunder  of  the  Secretary  of  Welfare, 
but  not  for  a  period  exceeding  sixty  days,  the  Federal  Security  Administrator  in 
office  immediately  prior  to  the  taking  of  effect  of  the  provisions  of  this  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  shall  be  Acting  Secretary  of  Welfare.  He  shall,  while  serving  as  Acting 
Secretary,  receive  the  compensation  of  Secretary  of  Welfare. 

Sec.  3.  Under  Secretary  and  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Welfare. — There  shall  be 
in  the  Department  of  Welfare  an  Under  Secretary  of  Welfare  and  three  Assistant 
Secretaries  of  Welfare  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate  and  each  of  whom  shall  perform  such  duties  as 
the  Secretary  shall  direct.  The  Under  Secretary  (or,  during  the  absence  or  dis¬ 
ability  of  the  Under  Secretary  or  in  the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  his  office,  an  Assistant 
Secretary  designated  by  the  Secretary)  shall  act  as  Secretary  during  the  absence 
or  disability  of  the  Secretary  or  in  the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  Secretary. 
The  Under  Secretary  and  the  Assistant  Secretaries  shall  each  receive  compensa¬ 
tion  at  the  rate  of  $10,330  per  annum  or  such  compensation  as  shall  after  the  date 
of  transmittal  of  this  reorganization  plan  to  the  Congress  be  provided  by  law  for  the 
Under  Secretaries  and  Assistant  Secretaries,  respectively,  of  executive  depart¬ 
ments. 

Sec.  4.  Abolition  of  offices. — (a)  The  office  of  Federal  Security  Administrator 
is  hereby  abolished. 

(b)  The  office  of  Assistant  Federal  Security  Administrator  is  abolished  as  of 
the  time  that  the  first  Under  Secretary  of  Welfare  is  appointed,  or  sixty  days  after 
the  taking  effect  of  this  reorganization  plan,  whichever  shall  first  occur. 

(c)  The  two  offices  of  assistant  heads  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  (provided 
for  in  section  5  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  194G  (60  Stat.  1095))  are  abolished 
as  of  the  time  that  an  Assistant  Secretary  of  Welfare  is  first  appointed,  or  sixty 
days  after  the  taking  effect'  of  this  reorganization  plan,  whichever  shall  first  occur. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (Public 
Law  109 — 81st  Cong.)  the  plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration 
of  the  first  period  of  60  calendar  days,  of  continuous  session  of  the 
Congress,  following  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  it, 
unless,  by  affirmative  vote  by  a  majority  of  the  authorized  member¬ 
ship  of  either  of  the  two  Houses  a  resolution  of  disapproval  is  passed, 
stating  in  substance  that  that  House  does  not  favor  the  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan.  Senate  Resolution  147  has  been  submitted  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  act,  approved  by  the  committee,  and  is  herewith 
submitted  to  the  Senate  for  consideration. 

BACKGROUND 

Establishment  of  a  Department  of  Welfare  was  first  recommended 
by  President  Harding  in  1923.  President  Hoover  recommended 
establishment  of  a  Department  of  Welfare  in  1932,  as  did  President 
Roosevelt’s  Committee  on  Administrative  Management  in  1937. 
President  Truman  recommended  the  creation  of  a  Department  in 
1946,  and  again  in  1947  and  1948. 

The  Federal  Security  Agency  was  established  by  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1939.  As  expressed  in 
President  Roosevelt’s  message  to  the  Congress,  the  FSA  included 
“those  agencies  of  the  Government,  the  major  purposes  of  which  are  to 
promote  the  social  and  economic  security,  educational  opportunity 
and  the  health  of  the  Nation.”  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1946 
transferred  additional  activities  related  to  welfare  to  FSA. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  in  1947  reported  favorably  S.  140  (Senators  Fulbright  and 
Taft),  which  would  have  established  a  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
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tion,  and  Security.  The  major  difference  between  that  bill  and  the 
present  reorganization  plan  is  that  S.  140  created  Under  Secretaries 
for  Health,  Education,  and  Security,  thus  giving  each  function  a 
degree  of  autonomy  not  provided  in  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of 
1949  which  incorporates  all  administrative  responsibility  and  control 
of  functions  of  all  components  of  the  proposed  new  Department  in 
the  Secretary  of  Welfare. 

HEARINGS 

Hearings  were  conducted  on  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  on  July  21, 
22,  28, and  29;  and  August  3,  1949. 

The  following  witnesses  testified  in  favor  of  the  plan: 

Frank  Pace,  Jr.,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C. 

Oscar  R.  Ewing,  Federal  Security  Administrator,  Washington,  D.  C. 

George  E.  Ijams,  Director,  National  Rehabilitation  Service,  Vet¬ 
erans  of  Foreign  Wars,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Elizabeth  Wickenden,  Washington  representative  of  the  American 
Public  Welfare  Association,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dr.  Robert  P.  Fischelis,  secretary  and  general  manager,  American 
Pharmaceutical  Association,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dr.  George  F.  Zook,  president,  American  Council  on  Education, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Witnesses  who  appeared  in  opposition  to  the  plan  were: 

Senator  J.  William  Fulbright,  Arkansas. 

Senator  Lester  C.  Hunt,  Wyoming. 

Senator  Robert  A.  Taft,  Ohio. 

Dr.  James  R.  Miller,  chairman,  executive  committee,  board  of 
trustees  of  the  American  Medical  Association. 

E.  Harold  Gale,  member  of  the  council  on  legislation  of  the  American 
Dental  Association,  accompanied  by  Francis  J.  Garvey,  Chicago, 
legislative  counsel,  American  Dental  Association. 

J.  J.  Monfort,  M.  D.,  Batcsville,  Ark.,  councilor,  Arkansas  Medical 
Society,  and  practicing  surgeon. 

Robert  Young,  M.  D.,  president,  American  Association  of  Physi¬ 
cians  and  Surgeons,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Dr.  Marjorie  Shearon,  editor,  American  Medicine  and  the  Political 
Scene. 

Dr.  Francis  F.  Borzell,  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  American  Medical  Asso¬ 
ciation. 

Thirty  statements  on  behalf  of  interested  groups  and  individuals 
were  submitted  for  consideration  by  the  committee.  In  addition,  a 
total  of  1,498  letters,  telegrams,  and  statements  were  received  by  the 
committee  during  the  course  of  the  hearings  on  the  plan.  Of  these, 
1,404  expressed  opposition  to  the  plan  and  94  supported  the  plan. 

The  majority  of  communications  in  opposition  were  from  physicians, 
medical  societies,  and  individuals  affiliated  with  the  latter,  almost  all 
of  whom  recommended  establishment  of  an  independent  Public  Health 
Service  and  were  in  opposition  to  favorable  action  on  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  until  consideration  had  been  given  by  the  Congress  to  the 
Hoover  Commission’s  recommendation  for  the  creation  of  a  United 
Medical  Administration  to  administer  all  Federal  medical  activities. 
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SUMMARY  OF  TESTIMONY  IN  SUPPORT  OF  PLAN  NO.  1 

Testimony  of  witnesses  who  endorsed  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
of  1949  was  concentrated  upon  the  following  factors  presented  in 
favor  of  the  plan: 

1.  The  functions  of  health,  education,  and  security  now  performed 
by  the  Federal  Security  Agency  are  of  sufficient  importance  to  warrant 
departmental  status,  and  in  the  interests  of  the  welfare  of  the  people 
such  recognition  should  be  granted  without  further  delay. 

2.  Plan  No.  1  would  accomplish  this  by  converting  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  into  a  Department  of  Welfare,  but  would  neither 
add  to,  nor  detract  from,  nor  change  the  statutory  functions  now 
performed  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  The  plan  would  merely 
convert  FSA  into  a  Cabinet  department. 

3.  The  plan  implements  a  cardinal  recommendation  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government 
for  the  establishment  of  a  Department  of  Welfare,  which  action  has 
been  urged  by  every  President  (excepting  President  Coolidge)  since 
President  Harding  in  1923. 

4.  The  Federal  Security  Administrator,  under  existing  statutes, 
does  not  have  the  authority  to  administer  his  organization  to  obtain 
the  most  efficient  operations.  His  present  authority  is  only  of  a 
general  supervisory  nature. 

5.  Section  2  (b),  (c)  of  plan  No.  1  would  give  the  new  Secretary  of 
Welfare  the  authority  the  FSA  Administrator  testified  as  being 
essential  for  efficient  administration  by  investing  in  the  Secretary  the 
power  to  consolidate  functions  and,  with  minor  reservations,  to  dele¬ 
gate  functions  as  he  deems  necessary  or  desirable. 

6.  The  “holding-type”  organization  such  as  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  of  which  the  Social  Security  Administration,  the  United 
States  Public  Health  Service,  the  Office  of  Education,  etc.,  are  com¬ 
ponent  parts,  in  the  past  has  not  proved  the  most  satisfactory  to  dis¬ 
charge  those  functions. 

7.  The  “prestige”  which  accompanies  a  Cabinet  officer,  or  a  depart¬ 
ment  of  government,  would  facilitate  more  efficient  discharge  of  the 
functions  embraced  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  with  attendant 
benefits  to  the  people. 

8.  The  Federal  Security  Agency,  by  size  alone  (35,000  employees) 
and  by  the  scope,  importance,  and  significance  of  its  functions,  de¬ 
serves  departmental  status. 

SUMMARY  OF  TESTIMONY  IN  OPPOSITION  TO  PLAN  NO.  1 

Opposition  to  the  plan  narrowed  down  to  the  following  major 
factors,  which  opposing  witnesses  advanced  as  detrimental  to  the 
welfare  of  the  Nation: 

1.  The  plan  does  not  conform  to  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government 
for  the  establishment  of  a  Department  of  Welfare,  primarily  in  that 
it  omits  the  Commission’s  recommendation  relating  to  consolidation 
of  all  major  Federal  medical  facilities,  including  the  Public  Health 
Service,  in  a  proposed  independent  United  Medical  Administration. 
(See  following  heading:  “Divergence  from  Hoover  Commission 
Report.”) 
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2.  The  functions  of  health,  and  education  to  a  lesser  extent,  have 
been  “dominated”  by  and  “subordinated”  to  the  function  of  welfare 
by  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  to  the  detriment  of  the  former.  The 
power  which  accompanies  departmental  status  and  the  increased 
prestige  which  the  Secretary  of  Welfare  would  gain  would  augment 
this  existing  trend  toward  subordination  of  education  and  health  to 
welfare. 

3.  Further,  the  plan,  by  virtue  of  section  2,  (b),  (c)  which  vests  in 
the  Secretary  of  Welfare  authority  to  consolidate  and  to  delegate 
functions,  with  minor  reservations,  destroys  any  degree  of  independ¬ 
ence,  or  autonomy,  the  Public  Health  Service  and  the  Office  of  Edu¬ 
cation  presently  enjoy.  The  plan  actually  gives  the  Secretary  of 
Welfare  complete  control  over  all  functions  of  the  Department,  au¬ 
thorizing  him  to  reorganize  them,  within  statutory  limitations,  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  give  the  Secretary  outright  domination  over 
Administration  of  the  health,  education,  and  welfare  activities  of 
the  Government. 

4.  The  health  of  the  people  by  any  criterion  is  of  such  importance 
as  to  merit  separate  Cabinet  recognition,  or  an  independent  adminis¬ 
trative  status.  Continuation  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency’s  poli¬ 
cies  relative  to  health,  or  extension  of  those  policies  through  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare,  would  be  detrimental  to  the  best  interests  of  the 
Nation’s  health.  An  estimated  4.6  percent  of  the  Nation’s  population 
is  engaged  in  agriculture,  and  there  is  a  Department  of  Agriculture; 
34.6  percent  of  the  population  is  engaged  in  commerce  and  labor,  and 
there  are  Departments  of  Commerce  and  Labor;  100  percent  of  the 
population  is  concerned  with  matters  of  health,  but  that  function  of 
government  is  not  represented  by  a  Cabinet  office.  Equal  attention 
to  health,  welfare,  and  education  cannot  be  expected  in  times  of  hard¬ 
ship  when  relief  is  of  uppermost  concern,  and  emphasis  is  placed  upon 
welfare,  or  security,  often  to  the  detriment  of  health.  A  physician 
should  direct  Federal  health  activities  as  no  one  else  is  as  well  quali¬ 
fied  technically  to  administer  a  program  so  closely  related  to  the 
individual. 

5.  Elevation  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  a  Department  of 
Welfare  and  granting  of  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Welfare  to 
organize  his  department  as  his  judgment  dictates  is  a  step  forward 
toward  socialized  medicine,  witnesses  alleging  that  the  present  Federal 
Security  Administration’s  policies  trend  in  that  direction.  Cabinet 
status  would  enhance  the  influence  of  the  Federal  Security  Adminis¬ 
trator,  advance  his  present  programs  for  national  compulsory  health 
insurance,  and  make  available  greatly  increased  propaganda  powers 
which  non-Cabinet  acencies  do  not  possess. 

6.  No  economies  could  be  expected  to  be  achieved  in  the  immediate 
future  from  conversion  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare. 

In  his  message  which  accompanied  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1, 
the  President  commented  upon  possible  economies  in  the  following 
language: 

The  reorganizations  included  in  this  plan  will  provide  for  greater  flexibility  of 
internal  organization,  clearer  responsibility,  and  more  effective  administration  of 
the  functions  of  the  new  Department.  The  benefits  in  improved  service  and 
lower  costs  will  flow  from  the  administrative  actions  made  possible  by  the  plan 
rather  than  immediately  from  the  plan  itself.  Over  a  period  it  is  probable  that 
substantial  reductions  in  expenditures  will  result  in  comparison  with  those  which 
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otherwise  will  be  necessary,  but  it  is  not  practicable  at  this  time  to  itemize  such 
reductions. 

Mr.  Ewing  in  direct  testimony  said  he  believed  sizable  economies 
could  be  effected  if  he  were  given  complete  control  over  the  Public 
Health  Service,  the  Office  of  Education,  and  other  components  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  but  was  unable  to  specifically  itemize  them. 

The  possibility  of  increased  expenditures  by  expansion  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare’s  functions  once  the  department  was  established 
was  also  considered. 

CONFORMANCE  WITH  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  COMMISSION  ON 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  conforms  to  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  these  aspects  only: 

1.  It  establishes  a  Department  of  Welfare. 

2.  It  provides  for  a  Secretary  of  Welfare,  an  Under  Secretary,  and 
three  Assistant  Secretaries. 

3.  It  gives  the  Secretary  of  Welfare  full  responsibility  for  his  De¬ 
partment  and  permits  him  to  reorganize  the  Department  and  to  dele¬ 
gate  functions. 

DIVERGENCE  FROM  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  COMMISSION  ON  ORGAN¬ 
IZATION  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  does  not  transfer  the  Public  Health 
Service  to  a  proposed  United  Medical  Administration  as  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommended,  and  does  not  transfer  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  the  proposed 
Department  of  Welfare. 

Further,  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  does  not  provide  for  transfers 
of  certain  other  functions  from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  other 
Federal  departments  as  recommended  by  the  Commission  on  Organ¬ 
ization  of  the  Executive  Branch,  as  follows:  Bureau  of  Employees’ 
Compensation  to  the  Department  of  Labor;  Employees’  Compensa¬ 
tion  Appeals  Board  to  Department  of  Labor;  Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  Department  of  Agriculture  and  to  the  proposed  United 
Medical  Administration. 

(Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  upon  which  a  similar  resolution 
of  disapproval  (Senate  Resolution  151)  has  been  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  does 
recommend  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  from 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the  Department  of  Labor,  as  the 
Commission  on  Organization  proposed  in  its  Social  Security  Report.) 

POSITION  OF  VETERANS’  ORGANIZATIONS  ON  REORGANIZATION 

PLAN  NO.  1 

The  American  Legion  in  a  resolution  submitted  for  the  record 
favored  adoption  of  Plan  No.  1  in  preference  to  the  recommendation 
of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  which 
would  transfer  veterans’  hospital  facilities  to  a  proposed  United 
Medical  Administration.  The  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  did  not 
comment  directly  on  Plan  No.  1,  but  vigorously  opposed  creation 
of  a  United  Medical  Administration,  which  was  not  part  of  the  plan. 
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Comparison  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  19 49  with  pending  legislation  which 
would  establish  a  Department  of  Welfare 


Plan  No.  l _ 


S.  2060,  H.  R.  5175 
(drafted  by  Hoo¬ 
ver  Commission 
attorney). 


H.  R.  782.  Report 
No.  122  (drafted 
by  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency). 


Purpose 


Char  ges  name  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency 
to  Department  of 
Welfare  Consti¬ 
tutes  Department 
executive  depart¬ 
ment.  Abolishes 
office  of  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Administra¬ 
tor,  etc. 

Establishes  an  execu¬ 
tive  department  to 
be  known  as  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare. 
Abolishes  Federal 
Security  Agency  and 
Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  in  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior. 


Constitutes  Federal 
Security  Agency  a 
Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare. 


Functions  incorporated  in 
Department 


All  present  functions  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency. 
(Social  Security  Adminis¬ 
tration,  U.  S'.  Public  Health 
Service,  Office  of  Education, 
etc.) 


Departmental  organization 


Creates  Secretary  of  Wel¬ 
fare,  salary  $15,000;  Un¬ 
der  Secretary  and  3  As¬ 
sistant  Secretaries,  sal¬ 
aries,  $10,330. 1  Consoli¬ 
dates  all  functions  in 
Secretary  of  'Welfare. 
Authorizes  Secretary  to 
delegate  functions  except¬ 
ing  promulgat  ion  of  regu¬ 
lations,  as  he  sees  fit. 

Creates  Secretary  of  Wel¬ 
fare,  Under  Secretary 
and  3  Assistant  Secre¬ 
taries  whose  salaries  shall 
be  comparable  to  those  of 
other  executive  depart¬ 
ments.  Authorizes  Sec¬ 
retary  to  direct  duties  of 
Under  Secretary  and  As¬ 
sistant  Secretaries. 


Creates  Secretary  of  Wel¬ 
fare  (salary  that  of  Cab¬ 
inet  officer)  Under  Secre¬ 
tary  (salary  $12,000)  and 
2  Assistant  Secretaries 
(salary  $10,000).'  Au¬ 
thorizes  Secretary  to  del- 
egate/unctions  excepting 
promulgation  of  regula¬ 
tions,  as  he  sees  fit. 


Transfers  to  Secretary  of  Wel¬ 
fare  all  functions  of; 

1.  Office  of  Education. 

2.  Office  of  Vocational  Re¬ 

habilitation. 

3.  Social  Security  Admin¬ 

istration. 

4.  Functions  of  Federal 

Security  Administra¬ 
tor,  Commissioner  of 
Education  and  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Social 
Security  in  relation  to 
1,  2,  and  3. 

5.  Functions  of  Federal 

Security  Administra¬ 
tor  with  respect  to: 
American  Printing 
House  for  Blind,  Co¬ 
lumbia  Institute  for 
Deaf,  and  Howard 
U  ni  versit  y .  (All 
from  F ederal  Security 
Agency.) 

6.  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

from  Department  of 
the  Interior. 

Vests  in  Secretary  of  Welfare 
“all  powers,  functions  and 
duties  of  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Administrator,  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency” 
and  constituent  officers  and 
units  thereof  and  provides 
further  (sec.  1)  “The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  have  the  duty  of 
fostering  and  promoting  the 
general  welfare  of  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  in 
matters  pertaining  to  their 
health,  education,  social  wel¬ 
fare  and  social  secu¬ 
rity  *  * 


1  Or  such  other  compensation  as  shall  be  provided  by  Congress  for  those  respective  positions 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  1  OF  1949  SHOULD  BE  DISAPPROVED 

The  Honorable  Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman  of  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  appeared 
before  the  committee  on  June  30,  1949,  with  reference  to  the  seven 
reorganization  plans  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President,  at 
which  time  he  stated  that  all  seven  plans  were  “steps  on  the  road  to 
better  organization  of  the  administrative  branch.  They  are,  insofar 
as  they  go,  substantially  in  accord  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government.” 

Commenting  on  Plan  No.  1,  Mr.  Hoover,  however,  specifically 
stressed  the  point  that  the  Commission  had  also  recommended  that 
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all  functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  relating  to  public  health 
be  transferred  to  a  new  agency  to  be  called  the  United  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration,  and  pointed  out  that  that  Agency  was  yet  to  be  con¬ 
stituted,  stating  that  “under  our  plan  the  new  department’s  functions 
would  be  limited  to  education  and  social  security.”  He  further 
stressed  the  fact  that  the  sentiment  of  the  majority  of  the  Commission 
had  crystallized  to  the  point  where  it  was  clear  that  the  new  depart¬ 
ment  was  intended  to  incorporate  only  education  and  welfare  activities. 

The  committee’s  studies  of  the  various  Hoover  Commission  reports 
have  clearly  indicated  that  there  will  be  considerable  opposition  to  the 
creation  of  a  United  Medical  Administration.  A  bill  incorporating 
the  Commission’s  recommendations  is  pending  (S.  2008)  before  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  but  no  determination  has 
been  made  relative  to  the  final  disposition  of  health  activities  under 
the  proposed  reorganization  program.  Under  these  circumstances 
the  committee  is  convinced  that  the  proper  procedure  in  reference  to 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is  to  withhold  favorable  action  until  the 
Congress  has  deterpfined  on  a  comprehensive  program  under  which  the 
most  important  phases  of  the  entire  program  relating  to  health  func¬ 
tions  may  be  properly  allocated. 

The  committee  in  reaching  this  decision  has  considered  the  evidence 
presented  at  the  hearings  and  weighed  the  arguments  advanced  in 
behalf  of  the  necessity  of  providing  autonomous  status  for  public 
health  in  order  that  it  might  not  be  subordinated  to  programs  and 
functions  relating  primarily  to  welfare,  and  under  a  Secretary  of 
Welfare. 

While  the  committee  has  not  unreservedly  accepted  the  point  of 
view  expressed  by  many  medical  groups  that  the  creation  of  such  a 
department  including  health  activities  would  necessarily  promote 
socialized  medicine  and  give  impetus  to  the  administration’s  compul¬ 
sory  health  insurance  program,  it  does  feel  that  the  matter  is  of  such 
grave  importance  to  the  welfare  of  all  the  people  that  it  is  imperative 
that  the  Congress  determine  upon  the  entire  program  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion  for  health,  education,  and  welfare  before  any  such  permanent 
alinement  as  proposed  under  Plan  No.  1  is  approved. 

For  these  reasons,  the  committee  recommends  favorable  action  on 
Senate  Resolution  147  expressing  disapproval  by  the  Senate  of  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  29  (legislative  clay,  June  2),  1949 

Mr.  Fulbright  (for  himself,  Mr.  Taft,  and  Mr.  Hunt)  submitted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  resolution ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments 

August  8  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Reported  by  Mr.  McClellan,  without  amendment 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor  the  Re- 

2  organization  Plan  Numbered  1  transmitted  to  Congress  by 


3  the  President  on  June  20,  1949. 
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(  Part  2 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  1  OF  1949— PROVIDING  FOR 
A  DEPARTMENT  OF  WELFARE 


August  9  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Humphrey,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  submitted  the  following 

MINORITY  REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  Res.  147] 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949  is  the  first  plan  submitted  by 
the  President  to  carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  com¬ 
monly  known  as  the  Hoover  Commission. 

Essentially,  the  plan  does  two  very  simple  things: 

1.  It  converts  the  Federal  Security  Agency  into  a  Cabinet  depart¬ 
ment  to  be  known  as  the  Department  of  Welfare. 

2.  It  gives  the  Department  of  Welfare  an  “integrated”  type  of 
organization,  as  distinguished  from  the  “holding  company”  structure 
which  characterizes  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

It  is  essential  to  a  proper  understanding  of  the  issue  involved  in 
consideration  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  to  bear  in  mind  the 
relationship  between  this  plan  and  the  total  problem  of  governmental 
reorganization.  To  begin  with,  three  major  facts  stand  out  clearly: 

1.  Every  change  effected  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is  in  full 
accord  with  the  Hoover  Commission  recommendations. 

2.  The  plan  does  nothing  contrary  to  any  Hoover  Commission 
recommendation. 

3.  The  plan  does  not  carry  out  all  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations  affecting  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  particularly  those 
recommendations  which  can  be  effectuated  only  by  special  legislation 

RECOMMENDATIONS  CARRIED  OUT 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  also  that  there  was  unanimous  agreement 
within  the  Hoover  Commission  itself  on  only  two  points  affecting  the 
Federal  Security  Agency—  that  the  time  has  come  when  there  should 
be  a  department  established  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  and  develop- 
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ing  the  human  resources  of  the  Nation,  and  that  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  properly  belongs  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
Reorganization  plan  No.  1  of  1949  is  directed  to  the  first  point,  and 
plan  No.  2  carries  out  the  second. 

In  its  report  on  social  security,  education,  and  Indian  affairs,  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommends  the  creation  of  a  new  department 
to  include  most  of  the  activities  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  which 
deal  with  education  and  social  security,  plus  the  Office  of  Indian 
Affairs.  Plan  No.  1  simply  constitutes  the  existing  Federal  Security 
Agency  a  Department  of  Welfare,  a  step  which  is  not  in  any  sense  in 
conflict  with  the  Commission  recommendations  since  it  does  not 
prejudge  any  proposals  for  transfers  into  or  out  of  the  Department. 

Reorganization  plan  No.  1  not  only  is  a  long  first  step  in  carrying 
out  the  Hoover  Commission’s  detailed  recommendations  regarding 
functions  administered  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  but  it  also 
is  in  com j) lete  conformity  with  all  general  principles  of  executive 
management  laid  down  by  the  Commission  in  its  first  report. 

For  instance,  the  Commission  recommends  as  a  primary  objective 
of  reorganization  tha  t — 

The  numerous  agencies  of  the  executive  branch  must  be  grouped  into  depart¬ 
ments  as  nearly  as  possible  by  major  purposes  in  order  to  give  a  coherent  mission 
to  each  department. 

This  step,  of  course,  is  a  prerequisite  to  any  effective  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  executive  branch.  It  must  be  accomplished  before  the 
President  can  proceed  intelligently  to  allocate  and  distribute  the 
executive  functions  and  activities  among  the  various  departments 
and  agencies.  This  is  a  principal  purpose  of  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
1,  which  completes  the  departmental  structure  of  the  executive 
branch.  In  other  words,  this  plan  will  complete  the  essential  frame¬ 
work  within  which  the  purposes  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949 
must  be  carried  out.  The  “major  purpose”  of  the  Department  is 
the  preservation  and  development  of  human  resources,  a  field  of 
Government  activity  of  such  importance  and  magnitude  that  every¬ 
one  agrees  it  should  have  departmental  status. 

Following  this  same  line  of  reasoning,  the  Commission  lays  down 
the  further  general  principle  that — 

Within  each  department,  the  subsidiary  bureaus  should  also  be  grouped  as 
nearly  as  possible  according  to  major  purposes. 

This  principle  is  already  applied  within  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
and  would  be  carried  over  into  the  Department  structure.  The 
“major  purpose”  subsidiaries  are,  chiefly,  the  Public  Health  Service, 
the  Office  of  Education,  and  the  Social  Security  Administration. 

As  for  the  form  of  internal  organization,  the  Hoover  Commission 
was  explicit  in  its  opposition  to  the  holding-company  structure.  It 
laid  down  the  following  as  a  general  principle  of  executive  manage¬ 
ment: 

Under  the  President,  the  heads  of  the  departments  must  hold  full  responsibility 
for  the  conduct  of  their  departments.  There  must  be  a  clear  line  of  authority 
reaching  down  through  every  step  of  the  organization,  and  no  subordinate  should 
have  authority  independent  from  that  of  his  superior. 

By  establishing  an  integrated  type  of  organization  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare,  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  conforms  exactly  with 
this  basic  recommendation. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS  NOT  CARRIED  OUT 

Four  specific  Hoover  Commission  recommendations  regarding 
functions  now  performed  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  or  to  be 
transferred  to  it,  are  not  effectuated  by  any  of  the  first  seven  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  of  1949.  These  recommendations  were  as  follows: 

1.  To  transfer  the  Office  of  Indian  Affairs  from  the  Department  of 
Interior  to  the  Department  of  Welfare. 

2.  To  transfer  the  Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation  and  the 
Employees’  Compensation  Appeals  Board  from  FSA  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor. 

3.  To  transfer  the  food  functions  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  its  drug  functions  to  a 
proposed  new  United  Medical  Administration.  The  Food  and  Drug 
Administration,  which  administers  the  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic 
Act,  is  now  a  part  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

4.  To  transfer  the  Public  Health  Service  out  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  to  the  proposed  United  Medical  Administration,  which  would 
take  over  almost  all  Government  hospitals,  including  those  of  the 
armed  forces  and  the  Veterans’  Administration. 

The  last  two  recommendations,  of  course,  cannot  be  effectuated 
until  and  unless  the  United  Medical  Administration  is  established. 
The  first  recommendation  probably  should  not  be  carried  out  until 
the  final  disposition  of  the  Public  Health  Service  is  determined,  since 
health  is  a  major  factor  in  any  approach  to  a  solution  of  the  over-all 
Indian  problem. 

The  second  proposal  is  not  in  any  way  involved  in  controversy  so 
far  as  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is  concerned.  Both  functions  relate 
to  compensation  for  injuries  of  civilian  employees  of  the  Government. 

UNITED  MEDICAL  ADMINISTRATION 

The  main  unresolved  question,  therefore,  concerns  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  United  Medical  Administration.  Most  of  the  witnesses 
who  testified  against  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  as  well  as  the 
sponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  147,  to  veto  the  plan,  based  their  argu¬ 
ment  to  a  large  extent  upon  the  fact  that  the  President  had  not  sub¬ 
mitted  a  plan  to  create  the  United  Medical  Administration  and  to 
transfer  the  Public  Health  Service  to  it.  In  fact,  this  was  the  sole 
basis  for  the  allegation  made  by  several  witnesses  that  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  is  contrary  to  the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission. 

For  instance,  one  of  the  sponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  147,  after 
noting  the  Commission  recommended  a  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion  which  would  include  the  Public  Health  Service,  said: 

This  report  [Reorganization  Plan  No.  1],  therefore,  does  not  carry  out  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations.  In  fact,  it  differs  substantially  and 
fundamentally,  it  seems  to  me,  from  those  recommendations. 

Undoubtedly  the  best  authority  on  the  question  of  conformity  with 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations  is  the  Chairman  of  that  Com¬ 
mission,  Mr.  Herbert  Hoover.  At  the  very  beginning  of  his  testi¬ 
mony  before  this  committee  on  June  30,  1949,  Air.  Hoover  said: 

I  wish  to  say  at  once  that  the  seven  plans  are  all  steps  on  the  road  to  better 
organization  of  the  administrative  branch.  They  are,  insofar  as  they  go,  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accord  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government. 
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WOULD  PLAN  PRECLUDE  FUTURE  ACTION? 

Another  major  contention  of  the  sponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  147 
was  that  Senate  approval  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  would  pre¬ 
clude  any  future  action  to  establish  the  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion.  But  the  facts  do  not  support  this  view. 

Senator  Fulbright,  principal  sponsor  of  Senate  Resolution  147,  after 
pointing  out  that  the  Federal  Security  Administrator  is  on  record  in 
opposition  to  the  United  Medical  Administration  proposal,  had  this 
to  say: 

Thus  I  think  it  cleai,  at  least  as  concerns  this  official  of  the  Administration,  that 
Congress,  by  failing  to  disapprove  this  plan,  is  precluded  from  considering  the 
related  recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission. 

Senator  Fulbright  went  on  to  argue  that  the  Secretaiy  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  Department  of  Welfare  could  block  the  creation  of  a  United 
Medical  Administration.  “*  *  *  in  view  of  his  proposed  Cabinet 

status,”  the  Senator  continued,  “it  would  seem  quite  logical  that  his 
influence  upon  the  administration  would  prevail.” 

This  contention  can  only  be  based  upon  a  serious  misconception  of 
the  President’s  powers  under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  and  upon 
the  mistaken  belief  that  Hoover  Commission  recommendations  can 
be  carried  out  only  by  the  President  under  reorganization  plans. 

ONLY  THE  CONGRESS  CAN  CREATE  UNITED  MEDICAL  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  Hoover  took  great  pains,  in  his  testimony  on  June  30,  to  explain 
that  many  of  the  Commission’s  more  important  recommendations  can 
be  effectuated  by  the  Congress  alone.  Specifically,  only  the  Congress 
can  establish  the  United  Medical  Administration. 

Since  misunderstanding  in  regard  to  this  plain  question  of  fact  is  at. 
the  core  of  the  central  disagreement  on  the  merits  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  it  seems  important  to  review  Mr.  Hoover’s  testimony  on 
this  point  in  some  detail. 

Early  in  his  statement  before  the  committee,  Mr.  Hoover  said: 

The  difficulty  with  this  subject  [reorganization]  is  that  the  President’s  authority 
under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  is  very  limited.  In  most  of  these  seven 
cases  [the  first  seven  reorganization  plans],  the  full  accomplishment  of  Reorgan¬ 
ization  as  recommended  by  the  Commission  requires  also  extensive  and  specific 
special  legislative  action,  one  that  goes  beyond  the  President’s  authority  under 
this  act.  Either  most  of  the  seven  plans  must  be  regarded  as  simply  pre¬ 
liminary  steps,  or  must  be  absorbed,  now  or  later,  in  full  legislation  if  we  are 
to  effect  the  efficiencies  and  economies  sought  by  the  Commission, 

Later  on,  during  an  exchange  with  the  chairman  as  to  the  extent  of 
the  President’s  authority,  Mr.  Hoover  said: 

I  am  informed  that  the  Congress  could  not  delegate  to  the  President  the  right 
to  alter  statutory  law.  It  has  delegated  to  him  authority  to  move  bureaus  and 
consolidate  bureaus,  and  straighten  out  the  rotation  of  administrative  officials, 
all  of  which  are  executive  functions.  But,  as  I  said  before,  the  real  problems 
run  into  greater  depths  than  those  which  are  entirely  beyond  delegation  and  must 
be  dealt  with  in  separate  legislation. 

The  Chairman,  attempting  to  clarify  this  point  still  further,  re¬ 
marked  : 

A  great  many  people  seem  to  think  that  all  we  have  to  do  is  to  have  Congress 
pass  a  simple  resolution  adopting  the  Hoover  Commission  reports,  and  that  puts 
them  into  effect,  but  it  is  going  to  take,  as  you  have  emphasized  here  this  morning, 
considerable  legislation. 
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Mr.  Hoover.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  Commission’s  recommendations  run 
to  somewhere  between  18  and  20  special  pieces  of  legislation.  It  is  a  long,  hard 
road.  It  means  a  tremendous  amount  of  committee  investigation,  committee 
hearings.  It  is  not  to  be  accomplished  overnight. 

Having  made  the  general  point,  Mr.  Hoover  was  queried  specif¬ 
ically  about  the  proposed  United  Medical  Administration.  Senator 
McCarthy  expressed  concern  that  the  President  had  not  submitted  a 
plan  to  establish  this  agency  immediately,  and  questioned  Mr.  Hoover 
as  to  whether  the  President  had  “ignored  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendation  to  a  very  great  extent.”  Mr.  Hoover  replied: 

I  do  not  think  the  President  has  ignored  the  recommendations,  because  the 
whole  problem  of  reorganization  is  so  greatly  interlocked.  For  instance,  in  order 
to  carry  out  the  Commission’s  recommendations,  it  is  necessary  to  set  up  a  United 
Medical  Administration  in  the  Government  before  the  health  functions  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  can  be  transferred.  The  creation  of  that  agency,  I  am 
advised  will  require  specific  legislation  before  the  President  could  transfer  agencies 
to  it. 

Misunderstanding  on  this  point  was  general  among  members  of  the 
committee  on  the  first  day  of  the  hearings,  as  it  undoubtedly  has  been 
among  the  general  public.  Another  Senator,  pursuing  the  same 
thought,  remarked  that  the  Hoover  Commission  had  not  recommended 
the  inclusion  of  health  functions  in  the  proposed  department,  although 
they  would  be  included  under  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.  Mr. 
Hoover  explained  again: 

We  recommended  that  a  new  agency,  for  instance,  be  set  up,  to  be  called  the 
United  Medical  Services,  that  would  embrace  thefpublic  health  and  hospital 
services  of  the  country.  That,  I  am  advised,  could  not  be  done  without  a  special 
act  of  Congress.  Therefore,  it  is  no  criticism  of  the  President’s  plan  to  point  out 
that  those  bureaus  cannot  be  transferred  at  the  present  moment. 

WILL  THE  PRESIDENT  COOPERATE? 

The  question  arises,  then,  as  to  the  proper  steps  to  be  taken  in 
order  to  establish  that  agency  and  carry  out  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendation.  In  this  connection,  it  was  suggested  repeatedly  by 
various  Senators  on  the  committee  that  the  President  might  not  co¬ 
operate  in  carrying  out  this  or  other  Commission  proposals.  Mr. 
Hoover’s  answer  to  this  was: 

I  do  not  quite  agree  that  there  is  such  a  difference  between  the  President  and 
myself.  The  President  has  been  most  cooperative  in  the  whole  work. 

If  the  President  were  inclined  not  to  cooperate,  certainly  one  might 
assume  that  the  Senate  leadership  would  not  take  the  initiative  in 
introducing  legislation  prepared  by  the  Hoover  Commission’s  attor¬ 
neys  to  carry  out  such  recommendations.  The  fact  is,  however,  that 
such  a  bill  to  establish  the  United  Medical  Administration  was  intro¬ 
duced,  shortly  after  submission  of  the  first  seven  reorganization  plans, 
by  Senator  Thomas  of  Utah,  a  staunch  administration  supporter.  It 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  of  which 
Senator  Thomas  is  chairman. 

MEDICAL  PROFESSION  SUPPORTS  UNITED  MEDICAL  ADMINISTRATION 

This  fact,  it  seems  to  the  minority,  is  the  crux  of  the  entire  problem. 
Witnesses  against  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  and  in  favor  of  the  veto 
resolution,  Senate  Resolution  147,  argued  vigorously  in  favor  of  the 
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United  Medical  Administration  proposal.  The  principal  spokesman 
for  the  American  Medical  Association,  Dr.  James  Raglan  Miller, 
appeared  to  be  seriously  misinformed  as  to  the  real  nature  of  the 
recommendation,  as  indicated  by  the  following  extract  from  his 
testimony : 

At  this  time  we  urge  support  of  the  report  of  the  Hoover  Commission  on  this 
subject,  which  recommends  an  independent  health  agency  under  which  will  be 
assembled  all  activities  concerned  with  health  except  those  of  the  armed  forces  and 
Veterans’  Administration. 

Dr.  Miller  was  misinformed.  The  United  Medical  Administration 
as  proposed  by  the  Hoover  Commission  would  be,  primarily,  a  Federal 
hospital  administration  agency  which  would  take  over  both  the  armed 
forces’  and  the  veterans’  hospitals,  and  in  which  the  Public  Health 
Service  would  be  a  subsidiary  unit.  The  minority  can  only  assume, 
however,  that  the  AMA  does  favor  the  Hoover  Commission  proposal, 
since  that  appears  to  be  its  official  position. 

Another  spokesman  for  the  medical  profession,  Dr.  J.  J.  Montfort, 
of  Batesville,  Ark.,  was  more  specific  in  urging  "that  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission  creating  a  United  Medical  Adminis¬ 
tration  be  accepted.” 

OPPONENTS  CAME  TO  WRONG  COURT 

The  minority  submit  that  if  this  proposal  has,  in  truth,  the  support 
of  the  organized  medical  profession  and  of  the  sponsors  of  Senate 
Resolution  147,  they  appeared  in  the  wrong  court  when  they  took  their 
case  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments. 
Rather  than  attempting  to  kill  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  they  should 
expend  their  efforts  in  support  of  S.  2008,  the  bill  introduced  by 
Senator  Thomas  to  establish  the  United  Medical  Administration. 
On  the  contrary,  however,  they  have  not  made  a  single  move  in  that 
direction. 

FACTS  ON  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 

To  suggest  that  the  very  first  reorganization  plan  to  carry  out  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations,  and  one  as  important  as  this, 
should  be  rejected  until  and  unless  the  avowed  advocates  of  the 
United  Medical  Administration  choose  to  act  upon  their  conviction, 
seems  patently  illogical  and  unreasonable.  The  minority  know,  of 
course,  that  it  is  based  on  the  allegation,  so  often  and  so  forcefully 
repeated  as  to  be  widely  accepted  as  fact,  that  the  Public  Health 
Service  is  “dominated  by”  and  “subordinated  to”  the  Social  Security 
Administration  in  the  present  set-up  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
and  would  be  wholly  “  dominated  by  the  welfare  idea”  if  that  agency 
were  constituted  a  department  under  this  plan. 

The  allegation,  so  far  as  the  minority  can  learn  by  objective  study, 
simply  is  not  true. 

From  the  standpoint  of  personnel,  the  Public  Health  Service  is 
considerably  larger  than  either  of  the  others,  with  17,000  employees  as 
against  13,000  for  the  Social  Security  Administration.  In  the  9  years 
since  its  incorporation  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  the  number  of 
employees  of  the  Public  Health  Service  has  increased  162  percent,  as 
compared  with  an  increase  of  82.6  percent  for  the  Social  Security 
Administration. 
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From  the  standpoint  of  size  and  complexity  of  programs,  the  Public 
Health  Service  is  far  larger  than  either  of  the  other  two. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  number  of  people  affected  by  its  pro¬ 
grams,  the  Public  Health  Service  is  much  larger  than  the  Social 
Security  Administration.  It  affects  all  people,  while  the  programs  of 
the  Social  Security  Administration  affect  a  minority. 

From  the  standpoint  of  budget  appropriations,  the  Public  Health 
Service  has  expanded  517  percent  since  its  transfer  to  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  from  the  Treasury  Department  in  1939;  Social 
Security  Administration  appropriations  have  increased  in  the  same 
period  252  percent,  almost  all  of  which  is  in  grants-in-aid  for  public 
assistance  for  the  aged,  the  blind,  and  dependent  children. 

From  the  standpoint  of  program  expansion  and  effectiveness  in 
public-health  work  throughout  the  country,  the  Public  Health  Service 
has  grown  more  in  the  9  years  it  has  been  a  part  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  than  in  all  its  previous  history. 

These  are  facts.  As  for  the  opinions  of  professional  men  directly 
concerned,  here  is  a  quotation  from  an  article  by  the  Surgeon  General, 
Dr.  Leonard  A.  Scheele,  printed  in  the  June  1948  issue  of  the  Journal 
of  the  American  Pharmaceutical  Association: 

The  people  have  long  had  Federal  departments  devoted  to  conservation  of  the 
Nation’s  natural  resources, [such  as  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  the  Interior. 
Now  that  they  have  a  special  agency  concerned  with  the  conservation  of  the 
Nation’s  human  resources,  all  phases  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  program, 
including  the  Public  Health  Service,  can  be  expected  to  advance  more  rapidly. 

This  view  is  shared  by  the  health  officers  of  the  States,  who  have 
publicly  complimented  the  Public  Health  Service  for  the  leadership 
and  cooperative  assistance  it  has  given  the  States  during  the  10  years 
it  has  been  a  part  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  Following  are 
extracts  from  a  speech  delivered  on  May  4,  1948,  by  Dr.  Vlado 
Getting,  commissioner  of  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Health, 
in  his  capacity  as  president  of  the  Association  of  State  and  Territorial 
Health  Officers  at  a  special  meeting  commemorating  the  one  hundred 
and  fiftieth  anniversary  of  the  Public  Health  Service: 

Since  the  passage  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (when  the  Public  Health  Service 
was  transferred  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency  from  the  Treasury  Department), 
the  intimate  relationship  of  State  and  Federal  services  has  increased.  *  *  * 

At  this  time,  may  we  also  extend  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  its  Adminis¬ 
trator  and  his  staff,  our  deep  appreciation  of  his  understanding  of  the  relationship 
which  exists  between  the  States  and  the  Public  Health  Service,  and  may  we  com¬ 
mend  to  him  the  hope  that  he  will  further  this  relationship  in  the  future,  which 
has,  in  our  opinion,  done  much  to  improve  the  health  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States. 

This  is  still  the  view  of  the  professional  public-health  people,  as 
indicated  by  the  statement  filed  in  the  record  of  these  hearings  by 
the  American  Public  Health  Association. 

DOCTORS  MISINFORMED 

In  the  light  of  everything  related  so  far,  the  minority  cannot  escape 
the  conclusion  that  the  doctors  of  America  have  been  badly  misin¬ 
formed  and  confused  as  to  the  real  issues  at  stake.  This  belief  is 
strengthened  by  the  fact  that,  aside  from  the  sponsors  of  Senate 
Resolution  147  and  one  lady  zealot  whose  reputation  for  unreliability 
is  well  known  to  many  Senators,  not  a  single  person  appeared  before 
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the  committee  to  testify  against  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  except 
the  spokesmen  for  organized  medicine. 

On  the  other  hand,  support  for  the  plan  had  a  very  broad  base. 
In  addition  to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  those  who 
testified  favorably  and  opposed  the  position  of  organized  medicine 
included  Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman  of  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government;  Dr.  George  Zook, 
president  of  the  American  Council  on  Education;  Dr.  R.  P.  Fischelis, 
secretary  and  general  manager  of  the  American  Pharmaceutical  Asso¬ 
ciation;  Elizabeth  Wickenden,  Washington  representative  of  the 
American  Public  Welfare  Association;  and  Col.  George  Ijams,  legisla¬ 
tive  representative  of  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars.  Letters,  state¬ 
ments,  and  telegrams  favoring  the  plan  and  opposing  the  position  of 
organized  medicine  were  submitted  by  many  others,  representing  a 
broad  cross  section  of  the  whole  American  public.  These  included  the 
American  Public  Health  Association,  American  Federation  of  Labor, 
American  Legion,  Disabled  American  Veterans,  American  Parents 
Committee,  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations,  National  Women’s 
Trade  Union  League,  American  Veterans  Committee,  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  for  the  Advancement  of  Colored  People,  General  Federation 
of  Women’s  Clubs,  and  the  American  Osteopathic  Association,  among 
others. 

PLAN  NO.  1  HAS  BROAD  SUPPORT 

Considered  on  its  merits,  there  is  no  question  but  that  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  ought  to  be  approved  and  allowed  to  become  law.  It  is 
designed  to  accomplish  what  has  been  proposed  by  virtually  every 
President  beginning  with  Harding;  by  every  congressional,  adminis¬ 
trative,  and  nongovernmental  group  and  commission  that  has  studied 
the  problem;  by  both  major  candidates  for  the  Presidency  in  the  most 
recent  election;  and  by  virtually  every  national  civic,  labor,  women’s, 
charitable,  and  religious  organizations. 

The  testimony  of  these  groups  before  the  committee,  representing 
a  broad  cross  section  of  American  opinion,  is  enlightening.  Dr.  George 
Zook,  president  of  the  American  Council  on  Education  and  a  former 
United  States  Commissioner  of  Education,  related  for  the  committee 
the  results  of  a  careful  study  of  this  question  made  about  2  years  ago 
jointly  by  the  American  Council  on  Education  and  the  National  Social 
Welfare  Assembly.  The  study  was  made  by  a  joint  commission  of  25 
persons  representing  the  fields  of  education,  social  work,  and  public 
health.  And  that  group,  Dr.  Zook  said,  recommended  almost  precisely 
what  the  President  now  proposes  to  do  under  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1. 

Another  prominent  witness  was  Dr.  Robert  P.  Fischelis,  secretary 
and  general  manager  of  the  American  Pharmaceutical  Association, 
representing  the  druggists  of  America.  Among  other  things,  he  said: 

There  is  hardly  any  grouping  of  activities  into  a  single  department  which  seems 
more  logical  than  the  one  proposed.  Hence,  we  believe  that  the  President’s 
approach  to  the  problem  of  organizing  these  services  is  realistic. 

William  Green,  president  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor,  in  a 
letter  addressed  to  the  chairman  for  insertion  in  the  record,  reminded 
the  committee: 

The  American  Federation  of  Labor  has  always  insisted  that  equality  of  oppor¬ 
tunity  in  education,  a  high  standard  of  health  for  all,  and  assurance  of  some  pro- 
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tection  against  the  unpredictable  hazards  of  insecurity,  were  essential  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  American  system  of  free  enterprise  and  free  institutions 
*  *  *. 

These  are  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  which  would  be  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  proposed  Department  of  Welfare.  They  are  far  too  vital,  too  im¬ 
portant  to  the  preservation  of  our  way  of  life,  to  relegate  them  any  longer  to  a 
secondary  rank  in  the  Government. 

Another  communication  of  very. great  interest,  particularly  in  view 
of  the  highly  emotional  campaign  unleashed  against  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  by  the  American  Medical  Association,  came  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  from  Reginald  M.  Atwater,  M.  D.,  executive  secretary  of  the 
American  Public  Health  Association.  This  association  is  made  up 
of  the  professional  men  engaged  directly  in  public-health  work  at  all 
levels  of  government.  Among  oilier  things,  he  said: 

The  association  believes  that  the  Federal  Security  Agency  should  have  depart¬ 
ment  status  in  view  of  its  broad  scope  and  its  character.  1  his  seems  true  w  hethei 
it  is  regarded  in  terms  of  financial  involvement,  in  terms  of  the  numbers  of  persons 
concerned,  or  the  importance  of  the  functions  of  health,  education,  and  welfare. 

It  seems  appropriate  to  us  that  the  agency  dealing  with  health,  education,  and 
security  at  the  Federal  level  should  be  thoroughly  coordinated  at  the  top  because 
corresponding  agencies  at  the  local  and  State  level  are  so  generally  separate  and 
distinct.  A  first-rate  example  of  coordination  in  the  proposed  Federal  Depart¬ 
ment  would  be  useful.  „  .  ,  , .  »  ..  „ 

The  association  believes  it  sound  to  transfer  the  powers  and  duties  ot  the 
Agency  to  a  new  department  and  to  its  secretary. 

As  indicated  earlier,  expressions  of  support  for  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  reached  the  committee  from  many  different  groups  representing 
almost  all  segments  of  the  population.  The  minority  believe  that  the 
wishes  of  the  veterans  alone  should  be  accorded  at  least  as  much  con¬ 
sideration  as  those  of  the  doctors,  regardless  of  the  fact  that  the  latter 
are  more  vocal.  The  position  of  the  veterans  groups  is  cleaily  stated 
in  a  resolution  adopted  by  the  national  convention  of  the  American 
Legion  in  1946,  and  quoted  in  a  letter  to  the  committee  for  insertion 
in  the  record  of  those  hearings: 

Whereas  our  children’s  future  has  always  been  and  is  increasingly  recognized 
as  one  of  our  greatest  national  responsibilities  and  obligations  to  posterity;  and 

Whereas  the  fundamental  strength  of  a  nation  lies  within  its  people,  and  the 
most  basic  and  most  difficult  task  of  any  country  is  the  conservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  its  human  resources;  and 

Whereas  the  American  Legion  realizes  that  emergent,  if  not  critical,  times  are 
now  pressing  in  ever-increasing  force  upon  our  people,  and  that  our  great  nationa 
organization  of  the  American  Legion  must  take  steps  to  meet  problems  with  which 
we  are  being  confronted  on  the  National  as  well  as  the  btate  level:  Therefore  be  i 

Resolved,  That  we  endorse  the  growing  feeling  that  the  administration  of  the 
Federal  Securitv  Agencv  be  raised  to  Cabinet  rank;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  we  here  record  our  firm  conviction  that  only  through  such  action 
will  the  best  interests  of  veterans’  children  and  of  all  children  of  this  Nation  be 
effectively  guaranteed  at  this  time  in  our  history  when  our  future  lies  so  clearly  in 
the  hands  of  the  oncoming  generation. 


TAFT  PLAN  WOULD  VIOLATE  BASIC  HOOVER  RECOMMENDATIONS 

A  principal  objective  of  the  Congress  in  establishing  the  Hoover 
Commission  and  of  the  President  in  submitting  plans  to  carry  out  its 
recommendations  is  efficiency  and  economy  in  Government.  By  the 
same  token,  this  is  one  of  the  principal  objectives  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  and  this  is  one  of  the  chief  advantages  to  be  gained  by 
following  the  Hoover  Commission’s  strong  recommendation  that 
departments  be  organized  along  integrated  lines. 
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The  criticism  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 ,  therefore,  on  the  ground 
that  it  does  establish  an  integrated  type  of  organization  for  the 
Department  of  Welfare  is  clearly  in  conflict  with  the  intention  of  the 
Congress  and  the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission. 

Senators  Taft  and  Fulb right  argued  that  the  Department  should 
have  been  established  along  the  lines  of  a  bill  introduced  by  them  in 
the  Eightieth  Congress,  S.  140.  Whatever  else  it  might  accomplish, 
however,  S.  140  would  violate  virtually  all  of  the  basic  principles  of 
executive  management  as  laid  down  in  the  first  report  of  the  Hoover 
Commission.  It  would  place  each  of  the  functions  of  health,  educa¬ 
tion,  and  security  under  the  direct  control  of  a  politically  appointed 
Under  Secretary  assigned  by  law  to  that  particular  function.  Thus  it 
would  degrade  the  status  of  the  Surgeon  General,  the  Commissioner 
of  Education,  and  the  Commissioner  of  Social  Security,  all  of  whom, 
under  the  type  of  organization  proposed  in  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 , 
would  be  professional  career  officials,  just  as  they  are  today  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  also  that  it  was  this  committee  which  de¬ 
liberately  revised  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  in  order  top  ermit  the 
President  to  establish  executive  departments  by  reorganization  plan. 
In  doing  so,  it  was  quite  clear  that  the  committee  intended  that  the 
President  should  use  this  method  for  the  creation  of  a  Department  of 
Welfare,  rather  than  requesting  the  passage  of  legislation  for  that 
purpose. 

It  should  be  remembered  that  at  the  time  this  action  was  taken  by 
the  committee,  a  bill  to  create  this  Department  had  already  been 
reported  favorably  by  the  House  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  and  had  been  given  a  rule  for  debate  on  the 
floor  of  the  House. 

Immediately  before  the  debate  was  scheduled,  however,  the  Senate 
amended  the  previously  passed  House  bill  on  reorganization  so  as  to 
give  the  President  power  to  create  executive  departments  by  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan.  Action  on  the  House  bill  to  create  a  Department  of 
Welfare  by  legislation,  H.  R.  782,  was  therefore  canceled,  and  the 
Senate  position  on  this  point  later  prevailed  in  conference. 

committee’s  intentions  clear 

In  its  report  on  the  Reorganization  Act,  S.  526,  this  committee 
made  special  mention  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  in  this  con¬ 
nection.  It  said  (bottom  p.  7): 

Subparagraphs  ( 1 )  and  (2) — Creation  of  new  departments. — The  bill  deletes  the 
prohibitions  contained  in  subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  the  1945  act  against 
creation  of  new  executive  departments  by  reorganization  plan.  At  least  one 
agency— the  Federal  Security  Agency — has  been  established  by  plan  which 
obviously  is  of  departmental  magnitude  and  importance  and  should  have  been 
designated  as  an  executive  department.  No  good  purpose  has  been  served  by 
the  old  prohibition. 

The  intention  of  this  committee,  particularly  in  view  of  the  sur¬ 
rounding  circumstances  and  the  clear  understanding  among  the 
members  of  the  committee  at  that  time,  was  beyond  question.  The 
committee  clearly  intended  that  the  President  submit  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  to  constitute  the  Federal  Security  Agency  a  department 
with  Cabinet  status. 
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It  is  equally  clear  that  the  committee  intended  that  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission  be  followed  as  nearly  as 
practicable,  certainly  that  they  be  given  very  great  weight. 

In  the  light  of  this,  it  seems  highly  inconsistent  for  the  same  com¬ 
mittee  to  reject  the  plan  submitted  by  the  President  precisely  because 
it  does  not  violate  the  Hoover  Commission  recommendations  by 
establishing  a  loose  holding-company  tjrpe  of  departmental  organ¬ 
ization. 

The  name  of  the  proposed  Department  appears  to  have  been  a 
cause  of  some  concern  on  the  part  of  the  opponents  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  and  even  on  the  part  of  some  of  its  supporters.  Certainly 
the  word  “welfare”  has  acquired  an  unfortunate  popular  connotation, 
associated  with  relief  activities.  However,  no  better  name  has  been 
suggested,  and  there  are  several  very  good  reasons  for  its  adoption. 

WHY  THE  NAME  “WELFARE”? 

“Welfare”  is  the  name  commonly  used  in  deliberations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  itself  with  reference  to  the  proposed  Department.  It  is 
the  name  given  to  the  Department  in  bills  introduced  by  Senator 
McCarthy  and  Representative  Hoffman  and  drawn  up  by  counsel  for 
the  Hoover  Commission  in  line  with  its  reports  on  social  security, 
education,  and  Indian  affairs. 

In  its  proper  sense,  the  word  “welfare”  more  accurately  reflects  the 
general  purposes  of  the  proposed  department  than  any  other  name 
that  has  been  suggested.  Webster’s  Unabridged  Dictionary  defines 
the  word  as  meaning — 

State  of  faring,  or  doing  well;  especially  condition  of  health,  prosperity,  etc.; 
negatively,  exemption  from  evil  or  calamity. 

That  definition  almost  precisely  fits  the  major  purpose  of  the 
proposed  Department.  “Welfare”  is  the  only  name  which,  in  its 
proper  definition,  embraces  all  of  the  functions  of  the  Government 
dealing  with  the  conservation  and  development  of  human  resources 
through  programs  designed  to  promote  the  well-being  of  individuals. 

Finally,  and  perhaps  most  important,  “Welfare”  is  the  only  name 
proposed  with  a  definition  sufficiently  flexible  as  not  to  constitute  in 
any  way  a  prejudgment  of  the  question  of  what,  eventually,  should 
be  left  in  or  taken  out  of  the  Department. 

Thus,  the  very  name  of  the  Department  was  chosen  so  as  to  avoid 
freezing  any  function  within  it.  Certainly,  if  future  action  to  transfer 
functions  out  of  the  Department  could  be  interpreted  as  being  pre¬ 
cluded  simply  because  they  are  not  transferred  immediately,  the 
name  “Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Security,”  as  proposed 
by  Senators  Taft,  and  Fulbright,  would  lend  weight  to  that  view. 

CONGRESS  FREE  TO  ACT 

Whether  the  Public  Health  Service  is  to  remain  in  the  proposed 
new  department  depends,  as  we  have  seen,  upon  the  action  of  the 
Congress.  It  could  be  removed,  quite  easily,  by  any  one  of  three 
principal  means; 

1 .  By  passage  of  S.  2008,  to  establish  a  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion,  as  recommended  by  the  Hoover  Commission. 
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2.  By  the  establishment,  through  legislation  or  by  reorganization 
plan,  of  a  separate  Department  of  Health. 

3.  By  the  establishment  of  a  separate  health  agency  made  up  of  the 
Public  Health  Service  alone  or  in  conjunction  with  any  other  functions 
the  Congress  might  choose  to  combine  with  it. 

The  freedom  of  action  of  the  Congress  in  this  regard  is  completely 
unrestricted  and  is  not  affected  in  any  way  by  the  Reorganization  Act 
of  1949. 

It  should  be  pointed  out,  however,  that  the  United  Medical  Admin¬ 
istration  is  one  recommendation  of  the  Hoover  Commission  which 
would  require  very  careful  study.  It  was  endorsed  in  its  entirety  by 
only  4  of  the  12  members  of  the  Hoover  Commission  itself.  It  has 
been  publicly  and  strongly  opposed  by  all  of  the  veterans’  organiza¬ 
tions.  The  minority  seriously  question  whether  the  American  Medi¬ 
cal  Association  or  the  sponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  147  would  favor 
it  after  careful  study. 

It  is  entirely  possible  that  a  separate  health  agency  or  department 
will  seem  at  some  time  in  the  future,  and  perhaps  in  the  near  future, 
to  be  highly  desirable.  If  so,  nothing  will  prevent  its  establishment 
by  the  Congress  or  by  the  President  under  reorganization  plan. 

The  fact  should  not  be  overlooked,  however,  that  the  only  opposition 
to  the  inclusion  of  health  functions  along  with  education  and  social- 
security  functions  in  the  same  department  has  come  from  the  private 
physicians  and  dentists,  while  this  grouping  is  strongly  supported 
by  those  best  acquainted  with  the  problems  of  public  health,  educa¬ 
tion,  and  social  security.  The  minority  take  no  position  on  this  issue 
one  way  or  the  other,  but  feel  impelled  to  point  out  that,  like  most 
important  issues,  it  has  two  sides.  And  in  this  particular  case,  by 
far  the  greater  weight  of  opinion,  if  not  of  telegrams,  is  on  the  side 
of  keeping  these  three  functions  together. 

Certainly,  whatever  is  done  by  the  Government  in  any  or  all  of  these 
fields  should  be  done  with  the  welfare  of  individuals  in  mind,  not  to 
glorify  or  extend  the  power  of  any  professional  group. 

It  is  clear  that  the  well-being  of  the  individual  is  indivisible.  His 
ability  to  obtain  suitable  employment  and  maintain  an  acceptable 
standard  of  living  is  dependent  upon  his  educational  opportunities, 
and  these  are  determined  or  limited  by  the  state  of  his  health  and  the 
economic  status  of  his  family.  His  physical  and  mental  health  are 
invariably  affected  in  some  degree  by  economic  security  or  insecurity. 
Any  program  of  vocational  rehabilitation  depends  not  only  upon  the 
repair  of  the  individual’s  physical  disabilities,  but  equally  upon  the 
economic  security  of  his  family  and  upon  his  own  reeducation  for  a 
job  which  fits  his  capacities. 

The  activities  included  in  the  functional  fields  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  are  interwoven  at  almost  every  point.  For  example, 
school  health  activities  are  of  concern  to  the  Office  of  Education, 
Public  Health  Service,  and  the  Children’s  Bureau  of  the  Social 
Security  Administration.  Child-care  programs  are  of  interest  to 
these  throe  agencies  and  also  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance. 
Medical  care  of  the  needy  is  a  matter  of  importance  to  the  Public 
Health  Service,  Bureau  of  Public  Assistance,  and  the  Children’s 
Bureau.  The  problem  of  old-age  security  cannot  be  divorced  from 
related  problems  of  medical  research  or  hospital  expansion.  Educa¬ 
tion  cannot  be  dealt  with  apart  from  the  factors  which  keep  our  school 
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children  strong  and  healthy.  The  question  of  disability  insurance 
cannot  he  examined  intelligently  without  consideration  of  the  whole 
problem  of  the  care  and  treatment  of  chronic  invalids 

Whatever  is  to  be  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  Public  Health 
Service  or  the  fate  of  the  United  Medical  Administration,  no  one 
suggests,  so  far  as  the  minority  are  aware,  that  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  should  not  be  made  a  department  with  Cabinet  status. 

Probably  the  strongest  evidence  that  this  step  is  overdue  is  the 
very  fact  that  the  Hoover  Commission  recommended  it,  even  though 
it  proposed  that  the  health  function  be  taken  away. 

HEALTH  INSURANCE  IS  NOT  THE  ISSUE 

The  minority  feel  that  the  Senate  is  now  faced  with  a  clear-cut 
issue  of  the  first  importance.  What  it  boils  down  to  is  whether'  a 
special-interest  group  representing  fewer  individuals  than  live  in 
Syracuse,  N.  Y.,  can  induce  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  through 
a  confused  and  emotional  campaign  of  propaganda,  to  negate  all  the 
effort  and  study  of  the  Congress,  the  Hoover  Commission,  and  the 
President  in  laying  the  groundwork  for  effective  governmental 
reorganization. 

Organized  medicine,  spending  more  money,  by  its  own  admission, 
than  any  other  lobby  operating  in  Washington,  has  attempted  by 
every  means  to  give  the  impression  that  the  issue  here  is  health 
insurance  or  “socialized  medicine,”  as  the  propaganda  phrase  would 
have  it. 

But  that  is  not  the  issue.  Health  insurance  has  nothing  remotely 
to  do  with  the  question  of  approval  or  disapproval  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1.  Whether  the  Senate  approves  or  rejects  that  plan, 
health  insurance  will  not  be  advanced,  retarded,  or  affected  in  any 
way.  After  all,  the  President  himself  is  the  principal  advocate  of 
health  insurance.  To  suggest  that  the  prestige  of  the  White  House 
will  be  increased  or  lessened  b>7  Senate  action  on  this  resolution  is 
preposterous. 

Organized  medicine  also  has  attempted,  by  every  device  of  misrep¬ 
resentation  and  innuendo,  to  suggest  that  the  present  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Administrator,  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing,  is  the  issue  here  because  of  his 
advocacy  of  health  insurance.  They  seriously  urge  that  the  Senate 
reject  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949  because  he  might  become 
Secretary  of  Welfare. 

In  the  minority’s  opinion,  this  campaign  is  misleading  and  confus¬ 
ing.  No  individual  is  or  should  be  the  issue.  What  is  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  is  a  major  question  of  organization,  the  establishment  of  a 
great  Department  of  the  United  States  Government  which  will  live 
long  after  all  of  us  are  gone.  To  permit  the  emotional  feelings  of  one 
small  group  of  professionals  who  object  to  one  individual’s  advocacy 
of  one  proposal  to  affect  the  judgment  of  the  Senate  on  a  question  of 
such  importance  would  be  tragic. 

The  issue  is  simply  this: 

Are  we  to  have  reorganization  of  the  Government,  or  not? 

Are  we  to  support  the  Hoover  Commission,  or  not? 
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If  the  first  plan  of  reorganization,  in  full  accord  with  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations,  is  killed  because  of  the  opposition  of 
one  lobby  on  behalf  of  a  small  group  that  is  not  even  affected  by  it 
except  in  imagination,  then  we  shall  have  offered  proof  that  a  demo¬ 
cratic  government  cannot  order  its  own  affairs  effectively. 

This  is  the  test. 


Hubert  H.  Humphrey. 


. 


■ 

' 


■ 
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August  11  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mrs.  Smith  of  Maine,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  submitted  the  following 

INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  S.  Res.  147] 

I  am  in  substantial  agreement  with  the  minority  report  of  Senator 
Humphrey.  However,  I  would  summarize  my  conclusions  less  elo¬ 
quently  and  more  briefly  by  observing  that  (1)  the  plan  follows  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations  as  far  as  it  goes;  (2)  the  issue 
is  not  socialized  medicine  as  some  would  have  us  believe — were  this 
true  I  would  oppose  the  plan  because  I  am  opposed  to  socialized 
medicine;  (3)  the  issue  is  not  one  of  personalities  but  rather  one  of 
principle — the  plan  itself  is  more  important  than  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing 
or  any  other  individual;  and  (4)  perfection  and  unanimous  agree¬ 
ment  will  never  be  obtained  at  the  outset  on  any  plan  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion — but  lack  of  perfection  and  unanimity  should  not  be  permitted 
to  prevent  a  start  on  improvement  and  this  plan  is  definitely  a  start 
on  improvement. 
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Senate 


Tfta^Senate  met  at  11  o’clock  a.  m.,  on 
the  exHration  of  the  recess. 

Rev.  rfftfeert  N.  DuBose,  D.  D.,  of  the 
Association’ll  American  Colleges,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  6>,  offered  the  following 
prayer:  S. 

Most  gracious  ^Cod  and  Father,  in 
whom  dwelleth  all  fullness  of  light  and 
wisdom,  enlighten  oue  minds,  we  be¬ 
seech  Thee,  by  Thy  holy  spirit,  in  the 
true  understanding  of  Thy  word. 
May  we  put  our  whole  trust  in  Thee 
only,  and  so  serve  and  honor  Thee  that 
all  our  lives  may  glorify  Thy  holy  name 
and  be  profitable  unto  Thee. 

We  beseech  Thee  to  bless  all  who  give 
themselves  to  the  service  of  their  country 
and  their  fellow  men.  Endue  them  with 
wisdom,  patience,  and  courage  to 
strengthen  this  Nation  as  a  great  na¬ 
tion  in  every  way.  May  we  ever  be  con¬ 
scious  of  our  duties  and  obligations  to 
the  suffering,  friendless,  and  needy. 

Be  with  our  country  in  its  decisions 
of  this  day.  May  these  United  States  of 
America  contribute  substantially  toward 
bringing  unity  to  God’s  people.  May  we 
make  no  peace  with  oppression,  and  may 
we  reverently  use  our  freedom  and 
power.  Help  us  to  employ  it  in  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  justice  among  men  and 
nations. 

Thou,  O  Lord,  knowest  the  petitions 
of  our  hearts.  Hear  us  we  pray.  Lighten 
our  darkness,  we  beseech  Thee,  O  Lord, 
and  by  Thy  great  mercy  defend  us  from 
all  perils  and  dangers  for  the  love  of 
Thy  only  Son.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  Lucas,  and  by  urjtfni- 
mous  consent,  the  reading  of  thpOour- 
nal  of  the  proceedings  of  Monmiy,  Au¬ 
gust  15,  1949,  was  dispensed/^ith. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THJEf'feouSE 

A  message  from  th$»House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  ^wanson,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the  House 
had  passed  tlWiollowing  bills  of  the 
Senate,  each/Vith  an  amendment,  in 
which  it  requested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate’: 

S.  259^An  act  to  discontinue  divisions  of 
the  Qinirt  in  the  district  of  Kansas;  and 

S!*§74.  An  act  to  amend  the  Veterans’ 
Reference  Act  of  1944  with  respect  to 
'■certain  mothers  of  veterans. 


( Legislative  day  of  Thursday,  June  2,  1949) 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  the  following  bills  and 
joint  resolution,  in  which  it  requested 
the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  R.  210.  An  act  to  authorize  the  convey¬ 
ance  of  a  portion  of  the  United  States  mili¬ 
tary  reservation  at  Fort  Schuyler,  N.  Y„  to 
the  State  of  New  York  for  use  as  a  maritime 
school,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  829.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  accept  buildings  and 
improvements  constructed  and  affected  by 
the  Buffalo  Rapids  Farms  Association  on 
project  lands  in  the  Buffalo  Rapids  water 
conservation  and  utilization  project  and 
canceling  certain  Indebtedness  of  the  associ¬ 
ation,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  2015.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  and  exchange 
certain  lands  and  improvements  in  Grand 
Rapids,  Minn.,  for  lands  in  the  State  of  Min 
nesota,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  2166.  An  act  to  amend  title./ '28, 
United  States  Code,  section  456,  so  as,>€o  in¬ 
crease  to  $15  per  day  the  limit  on  subsistence 
expenses  allowed  to  justices  and  judges 
while  attending,  court  or  transacting  official 
business  at  places  other  than  their  official 
station,  and  to  authorize  reimbursement  for 
such  travel  by  privately  <0wned  automobiles 
at  a  rate  of  not  exceeding  7  cents  per  mile; 

H.  R.  2734.  An  act  amend  an  act  entitled 
"An  act  to  suppleprfent  existing  laws  against 
unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  and  for 
other  purposely’  approved  October  15,  1914 
(38  Stat.  73jn.  as  amended; 

H.  R.  4009.  An  act  to  reserve  cert&tp  land 
on  thejmbllc  domain  in  Nevada  for  addition 
to  th^Summit  Lake  Indian  Reservation; 

R.  4090.  An  act  to  extend  the  belief 
section  23  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  to' 
'uerto  Rico; 

H.R.  4231.  An  act  to  reserve  certain  land 
on  the  public  domain  in  Utah  for  addition  to 
the  Goshute  Indian  Reservation; 

H.  R.  4509.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of 
February  25,  1920  (41  Stat.  452),  and  for  other 
purposes; 

H.  R.  4692.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  term  of  certain  patents  of  persons 
who  served  in  the  military  or  naval  forces  of 
the  United  States  during  World  War  II; 

H.  R.  5097.  An  act  for  the  administration 
of  Indian  livestock  loans,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

H.  R.  5098.  An  act  to  authorize  the  leasing 
of  restricted  Indian  lands  for  public,  re¬ 
ligious,  educational,  recreational,  business, 
and  other  purposes  requiring  the  grant  of 
long-term  leases; 

H.  R.  5232.  An  act  to  amend  the  Road  Act 
of  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  authorizing 
appropriations  for  roads  on  Indian  reserva¬ 
tions; 


H.  R.  5390.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Sec 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  exchange  certain 
Navajo  tribal  Indian  land  for  certa^arUtah 
State  land; 

H.  R.  5489.  An  act  to  ratify  jy tf&  confirm 
Act  251  of  the  Session  Laws  offdiawaii,  1949; 

H.  R.  5512.  An  act  to  amend  section  13  of 
the  Federal  Farm  Loan  Acjr  as  amended; 

H.  R.  5556.  An  act  to yfnake  available  for 
Indian  use  certain  surplus  property  at  the 
Wingate  Ordnance  Depot,  N.  Mex.; 

H.R.  5601.  An  act  to  authorize  the  ex¬ 
change  of  certajas  lands  of  the  United  States 
situated  in  Mbco  County,  Mich.,  for  lands 
within  the  ^rational  forests  of  Michigan,  and 
for  otheryffurposes; 

H.  Ry<f§20.  An  act  permitting  the  use,  for 
public  purposes,  of  certain  land  in  Hot 
Spjfhgs,  N.  Mex.; 

I.  R.  5670.  An  act  authorizing  transfer  of 
land  to  the  county  of  Bernalillo,  State  of 
New  Mexico,  for  a  hospital  site; 

H.  R.  5679.  An  act  to  authorize  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  certain  agricultural  dry  land  and  irri¬ 
gation  field  stations  to  the  States  in  which 
such  stations  are  located,  and  for  other 
purposes; 

H.  R.  5731.  An  act  to  discharge  a  fiduciary 
obligation  to  Iran; 

H.  R.  6764.  An  act  to  authorize  the  grant¬ 
ing  to  the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  of 
rights-of-way  on,  over,  under,  through,  and 
across  certain  public  lands; 

H.  R.  5839.  An  act  to  facilitate  and  sim¬ 
plify  the  work  of  the  Forest  Service,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  230.  Joint  resolution  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  to  construct 
and  the  President  of  the  United  States  to 
present  to  the  people  of  St.  Lawrence, 
Newfoundland,  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  the 
k  United  States,  a  hospital  or  dispensary  for 
proic  services  to  the  officers  and  men  of  the 
fed  States  Navy. 

ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  rh£ssage  further  announced  that 
the  SpeaHto’  had  affixed  his  signature 
to  the  follofamg  enrolled  bills,  and  they 
were  signed  bWhe  Vice  President: 

H.R.  3417.  An  aat  to  amend  the  act  en¬ 
titled  "An  act  to  pixWde  for  cooperation  by 
the  Smithsonian  Institution  with  State,  edu¬ 
cational,  and  scientific  organizations  in  the 
United  States  for  continuing  ethnological 
researches  on  the  AmericamiJndians,”  ap¬ 
proved  April  10,  1928,  and  f another  pur¬ 
poses;  and 

H.  R.  3825.  An  act  to  amend  th'9\federal 
Crop  Insurance  Act. 

CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 
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The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 


Senators 

answered  to  their  names; 

Aiken X 

Hendrickson 

Milllkln 

Andersdn 

Hickenlooper 

Morse  > 

BaldwinX 

Hill 

Mundt.' 

BrewsteA 

Hoey 

Murray 

Bricker  \ 

Holland 

Myer  J 

Bridges  X 

1 

Humphrey 

Nee; $ 

Butler 

\ 

Hunt 

O'Conor 

Byrd 

\ 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Cain 

Jenner 

Pepper 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Bbbertson 

Chapman 

,  Johnson,  Tex. 

/tussell 

Chavez 

^Johnston,  S.  Cj 

fSaltonstall 

Connally 

Yiefauver  / 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

f|em  t 

Smith,  Maine 

Donnell 

K*rr  / 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Douglas 

K&jore  / 

Sparkman 

Downey 

Krfowland/ 

Stennis 

Dulles 

Lanier  / 

Taft 

Eastland 

Lodgfe  / 

Taylor 

Ecton 

Long\  / 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ellender 

Lucas  Y 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ferguson 

McCaAn 

Thye 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Frear 

Mcrfellait 

Vandenberg 

Fulbright 

McFarlani 

Watkins 

George 

MMCellar  \ 

Wherry 

Gillette 

Magnuson  \ 

Wiley 

Graham 

Malone 

Williams 

Green 

/Martin  \ 

Withers 

Gurney 

fMaybank  \ 

Young 

Hayden 

1  Miller  \ 

1 

Mr.  S^LTONSTALL. 

\  announce  j 

that  the 

l  Senator  from 

Kansas  [Mr. , 

Reed]  is/ 

absent  by  leave  i 

of  the  Senate,  j 

The  Senator  from  New  Ijampshire 

[Mr.  TbBEY] 

is  necessarily  abs’ent. 

Thef  VICE  PRESIDENT. 

A  Quorum  is  , 

present. 

\ 

COMMITTEE 

MEETINGS  DURING  SENATE  t 

SESSIONS 


.  On  request  of  Mr.  Lucas,  and  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  a  subcommittee  of  \the 
'Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 
and  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  were  authorized  to  hold 

-the  -Sena  te. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  1  OP  1949- 
DEPARTMENT  OP  WELFARE 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  yesterday 
we  discussed  Senate  Resolution  147. 
Some  time  ago  I  gave  notice  that  on  the 
convening  of  the  Senate  today  we  would 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Senate 
Resolution  147. 

I  have  discussed  the  question  of  lim¬ 
itation  of  debate  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan],  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Wherry],  the  distinguished  minority 
leader.  We  have  more  or  less  agreed 
upon  a  time  for  limitation  of  debate.  I 
hope  that  other  Senators  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  will  cooperate  with  us.  I  am 
now  about  to  make  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  the 
hour  6  p.  m.  today  the  Senate  proceed  to 
vote  without  further  debate  upon  Senate 
Resolution  147  disapproving  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  1,  the  time  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan]  for  the  resolution,  and 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  against  the  resolution. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to 
ask  two  questions. 


'  First,  is  it  the  intention  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader  to  take  a  recess 
until  tomorrow  after  the  vote  has  been 
taken? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  As  I  understand,  no 
amendment  can  be  offered  to  the  resolu¬ 
tion.  Is  that  correct? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  the  vote  will  be  on 
the  resolution  at  6  o’clock. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  will  be 
voted  either  up  or  down. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  statement  on  this  subject, 
of  not  more  than  10  minutes  in  length. 
I  should  like  to  know  whether  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  time  is  still  sufficiently  fluid 
so  that  it  will  be  possible  for  me  to  have 
that  much  time,  or  whether  all  the  time 
has  been  bespoken. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  can 
assure  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  that  there  will  be  plenty 
of  time  for  him;  and  I  think  there  will 
be  plenty  of  time  for  other  Senators  who 
wish  to  discuss  the  plan. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  did  not  quite  hear 
the  colloquy  which  took  place  in  the 
midfloor  section  of  the  Chamber.  Prob¬ 
ably  the  question  I  am  about  to  ask  has 
already  been  answered. 

Am  I  to  understand  that  immediately 
following  the  vote  at  6  o’clock  on  the 
resolution  relating  to  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  we  are  to  continue  during 
the  evening  with  the  resolution  relating 
to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  No.  We  will  take  a  re¬ 
cess  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  IVES.  And  continue  tomorrow 
with  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  correct.  I  am 
hopeful  that  we  can  make  a  similar 
arrangement  tomorrow  with  regard  to 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2.  I  have  been 
told  that  possibly  we  can  do  so.  How¬ 
ever,  I  shall  not  submit  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  in  that  connection  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  objected  the 
other  day  to  unanimous  consent  because 
at  that  time  I  was  worried  for  fear  we 
would  not  get  an  opportunity  to  vote  on 
the  matter  of  telephones  for  the  farmers. 
This  morning  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas],  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  advises  me  that  that  bill 
will  be  reported  very  soon,  and  that  we 
shall  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  it. 
I  wish  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  publicly,  and  to  say  that  I  have 
no  objection  to  the  unanimous-consent 
request. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas]  ? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like 
to  make  a  brief  announcement  pertain¬ 
ing  to  another  plan,  if  I  may,  before  we 
start  this  debate. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  is  not  yet  officially  and  technically 
before  the  Senate,  and  will  not  be  unless 
this  request  is  agreed  to  or  a  motion  is 
made. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas]?  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Chair  makes  the  observation  that 
the  agreement  to  the  unanimous-consent 
request  technically  brings  the  resolution 
before  the  Senate.  Otherwise  it  would 
have  to  be  done  by  motion. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  thank  the  Chair  for 
that  observation. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  147)  dis¬ 
approving  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of 
1949. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Time  is  now 
running,  to  be  divided  equally. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  I  begin  the  discussion  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion,  I  wish  to  announce  to  other  Sen¬ 
ators  that  yesterday  the  senior  Senator 
from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  submitted  a' 
resolution  of  disapproval  with  respect  to 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  7,  which  would 
transfer  the  Public  Roads  Administra¬ 
tion  to  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
Because  of  legal  technicalities  and  com¬ 
plications  which  are  involved,  which  the 
resolution  sets  forth,  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments,  to  which  that  resolution  was  re¬ 
ferred,  feels  that  there  is  not  sufficient 
time  to  hold  hearings  on  it,  because  the 
time  for  affirmative  action  on  the  reso¬ 
lution  will  expire  Thursday  night. 
Therefore  I  am  undertaking  today  to 
have  the  committee  authorize  me  to  re¬ 
port  it  back  to  the  Senate  immediately 
without  recommendation.  That  will  give 
the  Senate  the  opportunity  to  discuss  it. 
The  legal  problems  which  are  involved 
may  be  considered,  and  the  Senate  can 
exercise  its  judgment  without  recom¬ 
mendation  from  the  committee. 

The  creation  of  a  Department  or  of 
separate  departments  to  administer  Fed¬ 
eral  functions  in  the  fields  of  health,  edu¬ 
cation,  and  welfare  has  long  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Congress.  Proposals,  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  administration  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Harding  in  1923,  and  continuing  up 
to  the  time  when  the  pending  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  1  of  1949  was  presented 
to  the  Congress  on  June  20,  have  been 
presented  for  the  establishment  of  a  Wel¬ 
fare  Department.  In  1932,  former  Presi¬ 
dent  Herbert  Hoover  recommended  the 
establishment  of  a  Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare.  This  was  followed  by  President 
Roosevelt’s  Committee  on  Administrative 
Management,  which  in  1937,  recom¬ 
mended  that  such  a  department  be  estab¬ 
lished. 

The  first  major  step  in  this  direction 
was  accomplished  under  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  of  1939,  which  created  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  into  which  were 
incorporated  certain  activities  of  the 
Government  pertaining  to  health,  educa¬ 
tion,  and  welfare.  However,  each  of 
these  functions  retained  largely  sm  au¬ 
tonomous  status  under  the  general  su¬ 
pervision  of  the  Federal  Security  Admin¬ 
istrator.  Beginning  in  1946,  President 
Truman  has  repeatedly  recommended  the 
establishment  of  a  Department  of  Wei- 
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fare,  and  various  bills  having  this  objec¬ 
tive  in  view  have  been  introduced  and 
considered  by  Congress.  The  latest  of 
these  proposals  is  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  of  1949,  which  the  pending  reso¬ 
lution — Senate  Resolution  147 — disap¬ 
proves. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments  in 
the  Eightieth  Congress  reported  favor¬ 
ably  Senate  bill  140,  introduced  by  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright] 
and  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft], 
joint  sponsors  of  the  pending  resolution 
of  disapproval,  which  would  have  estab¬ 
lished  a  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Security,  embracing  all  the 
functions  now  administered  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency.  There  is,  how¬ 
ever,  an  important  fundamental  differ¬ 
ence  between  that  bill  and  the  present 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.  Senate  bill 
140  would  have  retained  an  autonomous 
or  independent  status  for  each  major 
function  of  health,  education,  and  wel¬ 
fare.  To  accomplish  this,  the  bill  pro¬ 
vided  for  Under  Secretaries  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  each  to  have 
complete  jurisdiction  over  those  impor¬ 
tant  functions,  and  created  special  bu¬ 
reaus  to  which  the  related  services  would 
be  assigned  under  the  respective  Under 
Secretaries.  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
of  1949  would  vest  all  functions  and  com¬ 
plete  administrative  responsibility  in  the 
Secretary  of  Welfare,  with  no  recogni¬ 
tion  whatsoever  for  the  autonomy  and 
independence  of  each  activity. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments  held 
hearings  on  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
from  July  24  to  August  3.  This  com¬ 
mittee  had  conducted  lengthy  hearings 
upon  the  identical  issue  during  the 
Eightieth  Congress. 

Incidentally,  when  the  committee  was 
considering  Senate  bill  140  in  the  Eight¬ 
ieth  Congress,  there  was  also  pending 
before  the  committee  another  bill  which 
embraced  practically  the  same  plan  that 
is  involved  in  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 
The  committee  had  both  bills  under  con¬ 
sideration,  and  reported  Senate  bill  140, 
which  differs  as  I  have  .set  forth. 

As  I  just  said,  the  committee  had  con¬ 
ducted  lengthy  hearings  upon  the  identi¬ 
cal  issue  during  the  Eightieth  Congress, 
but  all  persons  interested  in  the  matter 
were  again  given  full  opportunity  to  re¬ 
iterate  their  position,  and  to  express 
their  views  in  favor  of  or  against  the 
plan.  In  all,  15  witnesses  submitted  di¬ 
rect  testimony,  of  which  the  Director  of 
the  Budget,  the  Federal  Security  Admin¬ 
istrator,  and  the  Veterans  of  Foreign 
Wars,  among  others,  favored  the  plan, 
and  9,  including  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft],  cosponsors  of 
Senate  Resolution  147,  and  the  American 
Medical  Association,  opposed  the  plan. 
In  addition,  a  total  of  some  1,768  letters, 
telegrams,  and  statements  received  by 
the  Committee  were  analyzed  during  the 
course  of  the  hearings,  some  of  the  most 
pertinent  of  which  were  incorporated  in 
the  Record.  Of  the  communications  re¬ 
ceived,  roughly  1,594  were  in  opposition 
to  the  plan  and  approximately  174  sup¬ 


ported  it,  most  of  the  opposition  coming 
from  doctors  and  medical  groups. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  does  not  con¬ 
form  to  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Branch  of  the  Government,  al¬ 
though  the  Commission  did  recommend 
the  establishment  of  a  Department  of 
Welfare.  The  plan  is  directly  contrary 
to  the  Hoover  Commission’s  primary  rec¬ 
ommendation  that  the  United  States 
Public  Health  Service,  a  major  compo¬ 
nent  of  the  present  Federal  Security 
Agency,  be  transferred  into  a  proposed 
United  Medical  Administration  into 
which  would  be  consolidated  all  major 
Federal  activities  in  the  field  of  national 
health.  This  cardinal  recommendation 
of  the  Hoover  Commission,  which  has  the 
unreserved  support  of  former  President 
Herbert  Hoover,  is  omitted  from  the  plan. 
Proposed  legislation  drafted  by  the 
Ploover  Commission,  Senate  bill  2008,  to 
establish  a  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion,  has  been  introduced  in  the  Senate 
by  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas] 
and  now  is  pending  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare.  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  also  omits  the 
Commission’s  recommendations  which 
propose  the  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of 
Employees’  Compensation  and  the  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Appeals  Board 
from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the 
Department  of  Labor,  and  the  transfer 
of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration 
from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  MCCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  wish  to  ask  a  question. 
Is  it  the  view  of  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  that  the  adoption  of  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  1  would  preclude  the  Congress 
from  enacting  Senate  bill  2008,  which  is 
before  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Welfare? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Of  course,  Congress 
cannot  be  precluded  from  acting  on  any 
proposed  legislation  upon  which  it  wishes 
to  act.  That  is  correct  theoretically. 
But  in  practice,  it  certainly  would  be 
more  difficult  for  the  Congress  to  enact 
a  law  transferring  from  the  new  depart¬ 
ment  one  of  its  vital  component  func¬ 
tions,  to  the  transfer  of  which  the  head 
of  that  department  had  announced  his 
opposition. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  will  agree  with  me,  will  he  not, 
that  Senate  bill  2008  would  create  an  in¬ 
dependent  agency  to  administer  public 
health? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  would.  That 
bill  was  introduced  in  line  with  the 
Hoover  Commission’s  recommendation. 

Furthermore,  plan  No.  1  gives  no  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  transfer  of  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  from  its  present  loca¬ 
tion  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
to  the  proposed  Department  of  Welfare, 
as  the  Hoover  Commission  recommended, 
or  the  transfer  of  the  Employees  Com¬ 
pensation  Appeals  Board  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  to  the  Department 
of  Labor. 

Mr.  Hoover  testified  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  June  30,  1949,  that  the  seven 
reorganization  plans  submitted  to  the 


Congress  by  the  President  were  “steps 
on  the  road  to  better  organization  of  the 
administrative  branch,”  and  that,  “inso¬ 
far  as  they  go,”  they  are  substantially  in 
accord  with  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  which  he 
headed. 

But,  in  commenting  on  plan  No.  1, 
Mr.  Hoover  specifically  emphasized  that 
the  Commission  had  also  recommended 
that  all  functions  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  relating  to  public  health  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  a  proposed  United  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration,  stating  that  “under  our 
plan  the  new  department’s  functions 
would  be  limited  to  education  and  se¬ 
curity.”  He  made  it  clear  that  the  new 
Department  of  Welfare  was  intended  to 
incorporate  only  education  and  welfare 
activities.  As  previously  pointed  out,  a 
bill  which  would  incorporate  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  recommendations  concerning 
medical  activities  is  before  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare. 

It  is  contended  that  creation  of  the 
proposed  United  Medical  Administration 
could  not  be  accomplished  by  a  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan,  but  would  require  a  special 
act  of  Congress.  In  connection  with  this, 
it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  in  its  analysis  of  the  meth¬ 
ods  of  effectuating  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  reports,  made  earlier  in  this  session 
of  Congress,  clearly  stated  that  the  trans¬ 
fers  necessary  to  incorporate  Federal 
medical  activities  into  an  independent 
United  Medical  Administration  could  be 
effectuated  by  reorganization  plan.  If 
the  President  can,  under  provisions  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  establish 
a  new  Department  of  Government,  such 
as  a  Department  of  Welfare,  by  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  it  follows  I  believe  that  he 
can  transfer  already  existing  functions 
and  consolidate  them  into  an  indepen¬ 
dent  administration  under  statutory  lim¬ 
itations  as  the  proposed  United  Medical 
Administration,  so  long  as  he  limits  such 
plan  to  transfer  of  existing  units,  and 
does  not  undertake  to  create  new  func¬ 
tions. 

In  brief,  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
would  establish  a  “Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare,  but  not  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion.  It  does  provide  for  a  Secretary  of 
Welfare,  with  complete  administrative 
authority  over  the  components  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  vests  in  him  power  to  consol¬ 
idate  the  Department’s  functions,  and 
permits  him  to  delegate  such  functions  at 
his  discretion. 

The  vesting  of  this  unlimited  power  in 
the  hands  of  one  man  to  reorganize  those 
important  functions  which  are  of  such 
vital  significance  to  the  health,  educa¬ 
tion,  and  security  of  every  citizen,  raises 
the  point  upon  which  most  serious  op¬ 
position  to  the  plan  has  centered.  Sec¬ 
tion  2  (b)  (c)  of  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
1,  which  vests  in  the  Secretary  of  Welfare 
authority  to  consolidate  and  delegate 
functions  as  he  sees  fit,  not  only  destroys 
the  existing  autonomy  and  independence 
of  public  health  and  education,  but  grants 
to  the  Secretary  of  Welfare  such  com¬ 
plete  control  as  to  give  him  domination 
over  the  administration  of  those  func¬ 
tions,  and  in  the  opinion  of  the  majority 
of  the  committee  would  subordinate 


11750 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  16 


health  and  education  to  welfare  under 
a  Secretary  of  Welfare. 

In  view  of  present  definite  trends  of 
the  Government  and  of  certain  elements 
in  it  in  the  direction  of  socialized  public 
health  and  federally  controlled  educa¬ 
tion,  action  by  the  Congress  on  this  plan 
is  one  of  momentous  decision.  There 
can  be  little  doubt  as  to  ultimate  objec¬ 
tive  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency’s 
policies  toward  the  establishment  of  a 
national  compulsory  health  insurance 
program,  which,  in  my  judgment,  is  a 
long  step  toward  socialized  medicine. 
There  is  also  little  question  that  the  ele¬ 
vation  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
to  departmental  status  on  the  basis  pro¬ 
posed  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Public  Health  Department, 
would  lend  impetus  to  and  greatly  aug¬ 
ment  efforts  of  high  Government  officials 
to  force  acceptance  of  this  program 
through  the  prestige  and  power  of  a 
Cabinet  office.  Witnesses  appearing  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  in  opposition  to  the 
plan  repeatedly  contended  that  such  a 
step  would  greatly  weigh  the  scales  in 
favor  of  the  promulgation  of  those  poli¬ 
cies.  They  further  maintained  that 
Cabinet  status  would  enhance  the  in¬ 
fluence  of  the  Federal  Security  Admin¬ 
istrator  if  elevated  to  Secretary  of  Wel¬ 
fare.  Thus,  he  would  be  far  more 
effective  in  his  advocacy  of  socialized 
medicine. 

The  health  of  the  people  is  of  great 
importance  to  the  Congress  and  to  the 
Nation.  This  is  as  it  should  be,  but 
neither  programs  of  compulsion  nor  of 
subordination  will  properly  safeguard 
the  health  of  our  people.  The  tendency 
of  the  past  decade  to  subordinate  health 
to  security  cannot  but  be  detrimental  to 
the  general  welfare  of  the  Nation.  Ex¬ 
perience  has  proven  that  in  times  of  de¬ 
pression  equal  attention  to  health,  wel¬ 
fare,  and  education  cannot  be  expected 
when  relief  is  of  uppermost  concern, 
with  emphasis  placed  upon  security. 
There  must  be  a  large  degree  of  inde¬ 
pendence  given  to  the  proper  functions 
of  Federal  components  having  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  health  and  education.  This, 
undoubtedly,  is  a  major  factor  in  the 
Hoover  Commission’s  decision  that  pub¬ 
lic  health  should  be  an  independent 
function.  It  obviously  would  lose  any 
degree  of  independence  it  now  possesses 
if  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is  permitted 
to  become  law. 

Aside  from  the  revolutionary  policy 
changes  incorporated  in  Plan  No.  1,  no 
reasonable  expectation  of  economies  can 
be  visualized  from  the  conversion  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  to  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare,  nor  has  any  concrete 
proof  been  presented  that  greater  effi¬ 
ciency  will  be  achieved  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  various  functions  involved. 
The  President,  in  transmitting  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1,  stated  that  over  a 
period  “it  is  probable  that  substantial 
reductions  in  expenditures  will  re¬ 
sult  *  *  *  but  it  is  not  practicable 

at  this  time  to  itemize  such  reductions.” 
On  the  contrary,  there  is  greater  proba¬ 
bility  that  increased  expenditures  will 
result.  Certainly  in  considering  the 
past  history  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  and  the  President’s  advocacy  of 


a  generally  expanded  social-security 
program,  which  he  has  already  presented 
to  the  Congress,  we  have  a  yardstick 
pointing  toward  that  end. 

The  present  Federal  Security  Admin¬ 
istrator,  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing,  testified  he 
had  already  accomplished  certain  sav¬ 
ings  in  administration  of  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  and  predicted  that  he 
could  make  further  savings,  provided  he 
were  given  the  powers  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  would  confer  upon  him  as 
Secretary  of  Welfare.  In  response  to 
questions  addressed  to  him  by  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures,  how¬ 
ever,  he  could  give  no  examples  of  ex¬ 
pected  economies  except  to  reaffirm  that 
he  was  confident  he  could  effectuate 
them. 

It  was  the  conviction  of  a  majority  of 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  that  the  Senate  should  withhold 
favorable  action  upon  the  plan  and 
adopt  the  pending  resolution  of  disap¬ 
proval,  until  the  Congress  has  had  fur¬ 
ther  opportunity  to  weigh  carefully  these 
serious  problems  which  so  vitally  affect 
Federal  relations  with  the  health,  edu¬ 
cation,  and  security  of  all  the  States,  and 
with  all  citizens  of  the  Nation. 

In  reaching  this  decision  the  com¬ 
mittee  carefully  considered  the  evidence 
presented  at  the  hearings,  weighed  the 
arguments  advanced  by  both  proponents 
and  opponents  of  the  proposal,  and  gave 
full  consideration  to  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Commission  on  Organization 
of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

The  majority’s  conclusion  was  based 
on  three  primary  considerations  which 
may  be  briefly  stated,  as  follows: 

First.  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of 
1949  does  not  conform  to  the  recommen¬ 
dation  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  It 
omits  important  aspects  of  the  over-all 
program  covering  the  reorganization  of 
Federal  activities  in  the  fields  of  health, 
education,  and  welfare; 

Second.  It  establishes,  by  vesting  com¬ 
plete  control  in  the  Secretary  of  Wel¬ 
fare,  a  Federal  department  dominated 
by  welfare  objectives,  destroying  the  in¬ 
dependence  of  functionary  units  in  the 
fields  of  health  and  education,  and  sub¬ 
ordinating  them  to  the  domination  of 
welfare  programs;  and 

Third.  It  would  tend  to  build  up  rather 
than  remove  bureaucratic  controls  over 
State  activities,  while  effecting  no  econ¬ 
omies  in  Government 

Although  the  committee  accepted  with 
reservations  the  point  of  view  expressed 
by  many  medical  groups  that  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  Department  of  Welfare,  includ¬ 
ing  health  activities,  would  necessarily 
promote  socialized  medicine  by  giving 
impetus  to  the  administration’s  com¬ 
pulsory  health  insurance  program,  the 
majority  of  its  members  do  fee.l  that  this 
issue  is  of  such  grave  importance  to  the 
welfare  of  the  people  that  it  is  impera¬ 
tive  that  the  Congress  deliberate  thor¬ 
oughly  upon  the  entire  problem  of  reor¬ 
ganization  of  all  Federal  health,  educa¬ 
tion,  and  welfare  activities,  and  upon  all 
aspects  and  implications  of  the  proposed 
program  before  any  such  permanent 
alinement  of  authority  is  delegated  as  is 


proposed  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
if  approved.  Affirmative  action  should, 
therefore,  be  withheld  until  the  Congress 
has  fully  determined  upon  the  merits  of 
all  related  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations  in  the  fields  of  activity  in¬ 
volved  and  has  formulated  an  adequate 
and  complete  program  of  reorganization 
which  would. .eliminate  existing  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  pending  proposal. 

For  these  reasons  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Expenditures  recommended  favor¬ 
able  action  on  Senate  Resolution  147, 
which  expresses  disapproval  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1943. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  briefly  covered 
the  history  of  this  proposed  reorganiza¬ 
tion  and  have  given  the  Senate  the  views 
which  brought  a  majority  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  to  the  conclusion  that  it  should  rec¬ 
ommend  to  the  Senate  that  the  reso¬ 
lution  be  adopted  and  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  be  rejected. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Do  I  correctly  understand 
that  there  is  now  pending  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  a  bill  covering  the  whole  field  in  the 
manner  in  which  the  committee  thinks 
it  should  be  covered? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  As  to  health,  that 
is  correct. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Is  there  not  also  a  plan 
for  a  department  along  the  lines  of  the 
Fulbright  bill? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  is  a  bill  simi¬ 
lar  to  the  one  the  Senator  sponsored 
last  year.  There  has  been  introduced 
recently  a  bill  which  is  now  before  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Exec¬ 
utive  Departments,  and  another  one  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  health  aspect  of  it  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Hoover  Commission’s  rec¬ 
ommendations. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  as 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Expend¬ 
itures  in  the  Executive  Departments  I 
took  the  privilege  of  submitting  to  the 
Senate  a  minority  report  to  accompany 
Senate  Resolution  147.  This  minority 
report  outlined  the  point  of  view  of  those 
of  us  who  believe  in  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  and  who  reject  the  resolution  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  majority,  Senate  Resolution 
147. 

I  have  had  the  privilege  of  reading  the 
majority  report  recommending  veto  ac¬ 
tion  on  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.  I 
have  had  the  opportunity  of  studying  it 
page  by  page  and  also  of  looking  over 
the  testimony  before  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments. 

I  submit  that  if  we  adopt  this  resolu¬ 
tion,  indorsed  by  a  majority  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee,  we  shall  kill  the  first  re¬ 
organization  plan  submitted  by  the 
President  to  carry  out  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission,  a  plan 
to  convert  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
into  a  Department  of  Welfare.  I  think 
this  is  the  issue,  Mr.  President.  The 
issue  before  the  Senate  is  whether  we 
are  going  to  have  the  courage,  the  forti¬ 
tude,  and  the  wisdom  to  adopt  the  pro¬ 
gram  which  has  been  recommended  and 
which  is  in  substantial  agreement  with 
the  program  or  the  Hoover  Commission, 
or  whether  we  are  going  to  sidetrack  the 


1949 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


11751 


reports  of  the  Hoover  Commission  and 
go  backward  into  a  no-man’s-land  of 
confusion,  of  countless  bureaus  and 
agencies  within  a  department.  We  are 
either  for  the  Hoover  Commission  or 
against  it.  We  are  either  for  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission  on  Re¬ 
organization  of  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments,  or  we  are  against  them. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  restate  what  I 
consider  to  be  the  issue.  I  think  it  is 
simply  this:  Are  we  to  reorganize  the 
Government  or  not?  Are  we  to  support 
the  Hoover  Commission  or  not?  If  we 
kill  the  first  plan  of  reorganization,  which 
is  in  full  accord  with  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations,  because  of  the 
opposition  of  a  lobby  on  behalf  of  a  very 
small  group  which  is  not  even  affected 
by  it,  except  in  its  own  imagination,  we 
shall  have  offered  proof  that  a  demo¬ 
cratic  government  cannot  effectively  or¬ 
der  its  own  affairs. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  will  yield  very 
briefly,  for  a  question. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  have  only  one  question. 
The  Senator  has  referred  to  action  by  a 
lobby.  I  should  like  to  know  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  aware  that  I  made  some  argu¬ 
ments  2  years  ago,  before  any  lobby  ap¬ 
peared,  against  the  principle  of  putting 
all  these  powers  under  one  secretary,  and 
in  spite  of  the  opposition  at  that  time 
of  the  American  Medical  Association  to 
which  the  Senator  refers.  I  think  it  is 
unfair  for  the  Senator  to  say  that  the 
opposition  is  lobby  opposition.  My  op¬ 
position  is  an  opposition  on  principle, 
and  I  am  quite  willing  to  attack  other 
bills  which  would  meet  the  opposition  of 
the  same  lobby  to  which  the  Senator  has 
referred. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
desire  to  say  that  from  here  on  I  shall 
yield  only  for  the  purpose  of  a  question. 
I  think  we  must  abide  by  the  rules.  I 
have  been  asked  to  abide  by  them. 

I  merely  want  to  point  out  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio  did 
make  recommendations,  but  I  say,  with¬ 
out  fear  of  successful  contradiction,  that 
there  is  a  lobby,  a  very  powerful  one, 
which  has  besieged  my  office  and  the 
offices  of  other  Senators  on  this  particu¬ 
lar  proposal.  It  is  a  lobby  against  the 
proposal.  The  fact  is  that  in  1949  there 
is  a  lobby,  and  it  is  effective,  and  I  in¬ 
tend  to  speak  about  it. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  once  more? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  For  a  question 
only. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Has  the  Senator  received 
as  many  telegrams  as  I  have  received 
from  the  CIO  unions,  all  over  the  coun¬ 
try,  in  behalf  of  the  plan  and  against  the 
resolution? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  may  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio  that  I 
am  not  so  fortunate  as  to  receive  so  many 
communications  from  the  CIO.  They 
seem  to  have  a  greater  interest  in  the 
Senator’s  point  of  view  than  they  have 
in  mine.  I  have  received  thousands  of 
telegrams  and  letters  on  this  proposal, 
but  I  must  confess  that  most  of  them 
have  been  of  the  “patent  remedy”  type, 


and  not  by  specific  prescription.  They 
are  the  old  “patent  remedy”  telegrams. 
One  takes  his  choice  in  picking  them  out 
of  the  jar  of  telegrams  and  sending  them 
where  he  wants  to  send  them,  to  his 
Representative  or  Senator. 

Surely  we  must  have  some  compelling 
reason  before  we  take  a  step  so  important 
as  is  Senate  Resolution  147,  but  I  submit 
that  no  compelling  reason  has  been  of¬ 
fered.  If  Senators  will  read  the  report 
they  will  see  that  the  weight  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  is  heavily  against  the  resolution 
which  would  kill  this  reorganization  pro¬ 
gram.  In  other  words,  it  is  heavily 
against  the  resolution  we  are  asked  to 
adopt.  I  shall  go  into  it  in  some  detail, 
and  I  hope  that  the  distinguished  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  will  follow  the  major¬ 
ity  report  with  me,  step  by  step.  But, 
first  of  all,  I  should  like  to  ephasize  one 
cardinal  fact. 

Nowhere  in  the  majority  report  do  the 
authors  contend  that  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  which  the  majority  asks  the 
Senate  to  rejeGt,  is  in  violation  of  any  of 
the  Hoover  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions.  This  is  important,  Mr.  President. 
It  seems  to  me  it  is  a  controlling  feature 
in  the  debate.  Certainly  one  of  the 
principal  questions  is  whether  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  is  or  is  not  in  conformity 
with  the  Hoover  Commission’s  proposals. 

The  opponents  of  this  particular  plan, 
however,  have  sought  to  give  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  it  does,  in  fact,  violate  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations, 
and  have  argued  that  it  should  be  reject¬ 
ed  for  that  reason. 

If  it  were  possible  to  substantiate  that 
allegation,  one  might  expect  to  find  at 
least  a  statement  of  the  case  in  the  re¬ 
port  filed  by  the  majority  members  of 
the  committee  which  voted  out  the  pend¬ 
ing  resolution,  but  Senators  will  search 
the  majority  report  in  vain  to  find  any 
substantiation  of  the  feeling  of  the  oppo¬ 
nents  of  the  reorganization  plan  that  it 
is  a  violation  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
report. 

Mr.  President,  in  hundreds  of  the  tele¬ 
grams  I  personally  have  received  the  au¬ 
thors  of  the  telegrams  say,  “Support 
Hoover  Commission  recommendation. 
Reject  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.”  I 
have  taken  the  liberty  to  reply,  “I  do 
support  the  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendation.  I  trust  that  you  will.  There¬ 
fore,  support  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.” 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hunt 
in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ar- 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Has  the  Senator 
ever  seen  the  Task  Force  Report  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  8  on  the  Federal  medical  services? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  is  very  familiar  with 
the  Task  Force  Report  on  the  medical 
services. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator 
knows  that  that  report  specifically  rec¬ 
ommends  the  United  Medical  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  be  separate,  does  he  not? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  me  say  to  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Arkansas 
that  the  issue  is  not  the  United  Medical 


Administration.  This  seems  to  be  where 
the  confusion  comes.  The  United  Med¬ 
ical  Administration  is  a  separate  pro¬ 
posal  unto  itself,  and  we  will  debate  that 
when  it  comes  before  the  Senate.  The 
United  Medical  Administration,  as  for¬ 
mer  President  Hoover  stated,  was  some¬ 
thing  to  be  created  by  legislation.  The 
point  is  that  the  task  force  report — 
which  was,  by  the  way,  a  task  force  re¬ 
port,  not  a  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendation,  and  that  needs  to  be  under¬ 
lined — does  not  deal  with  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1;  it  deals  with  a  separate  issue 
which  is  in  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  which,  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator,  is  exactly  where  those 
who  are  for  the  United  Medical  Admin¬ 
istration  should  have  gone,  instead  of  to 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Let  us  go  to  the 
Commission  report  itself,  page  2,  recom¬ 
mendation  1,  which  follows  exactly  the 
Task  Force  Report,  and  then  again  to  the 
Commission’s  report  entitled  “Social  Se¬ 
curity  and  Education,  Indian  Affairs,”  in 
which  it  recommends  the  creation  of  a 
department  in  which  there  is  no  medi¬ 
cal  service.  I  do  not  understand  the 
Senator’s  reasoning  at  all,  because  the 
Hoover  Commission’s  report  positively 
does  not  recommend  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  very  happy  to 
reply  to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  by 
stating  that  the  Hoover  Commission  rec¬ 
ommends  a  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  there  is  a  bill  having  that  ob¬ 
jective  before  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  But  the  Hoover 
Commission  does  not  recommend  plan 
No.  1. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  may  say,  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations 
cover  19  reports.  The  summary  report 
deals  with  general  observations  upon  the 
administrative  pattern  of  government, 
as  do  the  18  other  specific  reports,  and 
points  out  the  necessity  for  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  .  of  the  Department  of  Welfare. 
There  is  not  a  shadow  of  doubt  that  the 
creation  of  the  Department  of  Welfare, 
as  is  recommended  by  the  President’s 
reorganization  plan,  is  underwritten  by 
the  Hoover  Commission,  with  this  one 
exception,  to  which  I  shall  come,  that 
the  Public  Health  Service  would  be  con¬ 
nected  with  the  United  Medical  Admin¬ 
istration.  But  I  submit  to  the  Senator 
that  the  Congress  has  not  created  the 
United  Medical  Administration,  so  the 
issue  is,  where  do  we  want  the  Public 
Health  Service?  Perhaps  it  should  be 
put  on  Guam,  perhaps  we  should  give  it 
to  the  United  Nations,  but  if  it  is  under 
our  Government,  we  would  have  to  have 
it  under  some  kind  of  a  department,  and 
the  temporary  provision  is  to  leave  it  un¬ 
der  the  Department  of  Welfare,  which 
does  not  in  any  way  obviate  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  at  a  later  date  it  will  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  United  Medical  Adminis¬ 
tration,  if  the  United  Medical  Adminis¬ 
tration  is  established.  In  the  meantime, 
where  should  we  put  it?  Should  we  put 
it  under  the  Department  of  Labor,  or  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  or  in  the 
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Treasury?  It  was  once  under  the  Treas¬ 
ury. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  not  included 
in  Plan  No.  1. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Public  Health 
Service  is.  momentarily,  temporarily,  left 
under  the  Department  of  Welfare. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Why  is  not  the 
United  Medical  Administration  included 
in  plan  No.  1? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Chairman  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  made  the  obser¬ 
vation,  in  his  testimony  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  for  the  creation  of  a  United 
Medical  Service  Administration,  that  it 
would  take  legislation  to  create  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  does 
not  believe  that,  does  he? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  does 
believe  it.  There  may  be  some  doubt  in 
the  mind  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Arkansas,  but  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  believes  it.  Apparently  the  Sen¬ 
ate  believes  it,  because  there  is  a  bill  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  Committee  to  effectuate  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator 
knows  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
in  their  opinion  said  it  could  be  done 
by  reorganization. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  the  report  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  it  was  recom¬ 
mended  that  it  be  done  by  legislation. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  think  the 
Senator  is  correct  at  all.  It  was  recom¬ 
mended  that  it  be  done  under  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan.  There  is  no  question  about 
the  power  of  Congress  to  do  it  by  legis¬ 
lation,  I  do  not  deny  that,  but  if  we  are 
to  reorganize  and  try  to  follow  the 
Hoover  Commission,  it  should  be  in¬ 
cluded  as  a  part  of  a  reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  can  see  that  the 
Senator  loves  the  use  of  forensics  and  de¬ 
bate,  and  therefore  I  shall  yield  to  him 
for  the  moment  for  the  pleasure  we  can 
afford  each  other. 

For  the  purposes  of  the  argument, 
working  on  the  assumption  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas,  let  us  assume  that 
the  United  Medical  Administration  can 
be  created  by  Presidential  reorganiza¬ 
tion.  Then  let  us  wait  until  it  is  estab¬ 
lished,  and  debate  it.  The  point  is  that 
the  Department  cf  Welfare  was  recom¬ 
mended,  and  it  was  recommended  by 
every  President,  with  the  exception  of 
Calvin  Coolidge,  since  1923,  and  the  pro¬ 
posal  for  a  Department  of  Welfare  is  the 
issue  before  the  Senate  now. 

The  issue  is  not  the  United  Medical 
Administration.  That  is  a  fictitious 
issue.  The  real  issue  is  the  Department 
of  Welfare.  If  the  junior  Senator  from  - 
Minnesota  were  engaged  in  a  debate  on 
the  United  Medical  Administration,  he 
would  have  to  take  part  in  that  at  an¬ 
other  date,  because  the  problem  before 
the  Senate  today  is  simply  the  issue  of 
the  Department  of  Public  Welfare. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  the  issue  is 
the  statement  the  Senator  made  that 
this  plan  follows  the  Hoover  Commission 
report.  I  merely  say  it  does  not.  That 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  happy  to 
have  the  observation  of  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas.  We  differ  and  I 
shall  prove  my  point. 


I  have  asked  Senators  to  look  through 
the  majority  report  and  to  find  a  single 
statement  by  the  majority  to  the  effect 
that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is  not  in 
conformity  with  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendations.  Not  one  word  will  be 
found  to  that  effect. 

True,  the  report  points  out  that  plan 
No.  1  does  not  effectuate  all  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations  relating 
to  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  True, 
it  summarizes  the  allegation  made  re¬ 
peatedly  by  opposing  witnesses,  several 
of  whom  asserted  categorically  that  the 
plan  does  not  conform.  But  the  major¬ 
ity  do  not  make  the  same  assertion,  nor 
does  the  Commission  suggest  that  the 
President  has  been  remiss  in  failing  to 
carry  out  the  remaining  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  proposals  by  reorganization  plan. 
Why?  Because  evidence  before  the  com¬ 
mittee,  including  testimony  by  former 
President  Hoover  himself,  demonstrated 
conclusively  that: 

First.  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  does 
conform  with  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendations,  and 

Second.  The  most  controversial  and 
important  of  the  remaining  recommen¬ 
dations  affecting  tde  Federal  Security 
Agency  cannot  be  carried  out  by  the 
President  under  reorganization  plan,  but 
only  by  special  legislation  passed  by  the 
Congress. 

Now  let  us  take  up  the  argument,  point 
by  point,  as  set  down  in  the  majority  re¬ 
port — bearing  in  mind  as  we  go  along 
that  conformity  with  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations  is  not  at  issue, 
so  far  as  the  report  is  concerned,  unless 
the  majority  wishes  to  make  it  an  issue. 
I  may  say  I  would  beseech,  I  would  ask 
that  the  opponents  make  it  an  issue,  and 
that  we  judge  the  merits  of  the  question 
accordingly.  But  I  believe  the  oppo¬ 
nents  will  not  make  that  an  issue. 

As  I  mentioned  a  moment  ago,  this  is  a 
remarkable  document.  In  substance,  the 
argument  for  rejecting  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  goes  something  like  this: 

After  setting  forth  the  provisions  of 
the  plan  and  its  legislative  history,  the 
report  points  out  that  the  President  sub¬ 
mitted  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949 
in  accordance  with  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949,  which  was  passed  by  this 
Congress  6  or  7  weeks  ago.  Certainly 
there  is  nothing  wrong  with  that.  But 
maybe  an  argument  against  the  plan 
will  come  in  a  little  later.  As  we  con¬ 
tinue  our  consideration  we  find  that  up 
to  now  there  has  been  no  real  argument 
put  forth  against  the  plan.  Let  us  pro¬ 
ceed. 

Next,  the  report  tells  us  that  the  plan 
is  the  culmination  of  a  long  history, 
which  began  with  the  recommendation 
in  1923  by  Warren  G.  Harding  that  a  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare  be  established.  The 
same  recommendation,  we  are  told,  was 
made  9  years  later  by  President  Hoover. 
It  was  repeated  by  President  Roosevelt’s 
Committee  on  Administrative  Manage¬ 
ment  in  1937.  The  need  for  is  was  re¬ 
affirmed  by  President  Roosevelt  in  1939 
when  he  established  the  present  Federal 
Security  Agency  by  reorganization  plan. 
It  was  recommended  by  President  Tru¬ 
man  in  1946, 1947,  and  1948.  All  this  has 
been  subscribed  to  by  the  distinguished 


chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan]. 

All  this,  Mr.  President,  is  set  forth  in 
the  majority  report,  which  concludes 
that  we  should  now  reject  a  proposal  to 
do  what  every  President  but  one  has 
recommended  since  1923.  But  perhaps  a 
convincing  reason  for  rejecting  it  will  be 
found  as  we  turn  the  pages. 

Next  we  are  told  that  the  Committee 
on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  reported  favorably  in  1947  a  bill 
sponsored  by  the  sponsors  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion  we  are  now  considering,  to  trans¬ 
form  the  Federal  Security  Agency  into  a 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  and  giving  to  each  function  a 
high  degree  of  autonomy.  This,  the  re¬ 
port  explains,  differs  from  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1,  which  places  administra¬ 
tive  responsibility  in  the  Secretary  of 
Welfare. 

The  majority  do  not  say  whether  they 
approve  of  one  form  of  organization  or 
the  other,  but  merely  summarize  the 
arguments  offered  on  each  side  by  op¬ 
posing  witnesses.  This  is  not  surprising, 
and  I  want  to  bring  this  clearly  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate — since  the  form 
of  organization  provided  in  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  is  in  precise  and  detailed 
accord  with  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission.  No  one  who  heard 
the  testimony  in  committee  or  who  has 
read  the  Hoover  Commission  reports 
could  reach  a  different  conclusion.  By 
the  same  token,  the  form  of  organization 
provided  in  the  bill  sponsored  in  1947  and 
again  in  1948  by  the  sponsors  of  this 
resolution,  is  in  direct  and  flagrant  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  most  basic  principles  of  execu¬ 
tive  management  laid  down  by  the 
Hoover  Commission.  This  point  will  be 
developed  in  more  detail  by  one  of  my 
colleagues. 

Let  me  quickly  summarize  the  admin¬ 
istrative  pattern  as  provided  in  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1  as  underwritten  and 
wholeheartedly  subscribed  to  by  the 
Hoover  Commission.  The  administra¬ 
tive  pattern  of  the  bill  sponsored  by  the 
proponents  of  the  veto  resolution;  that 
is,  the  bill  providing  for  separate 
autonomy  for  health,  welfare,  and  edu¬ 
cation,  is  exactly  the  administrative  pat¬ 
tern  which  the  Hoover  Commission  says 
is  wasteful,  inefficient,  duplicating,  cum¬ 
bersome,  and  clumsy.  Yet  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  the  veto  resolution  would  kill  off 
a  plan  which  would  underwrite  and 
which  would  put  into  effect  the  admin¬ 
istrative  organizational  pattern  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Hoover  Commission. 

In  any  case,  the  majority  do  not  con¬ 
tend  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is 
faulty  in  this  regard,  but  merely  point 
out  that  some  of  the  opponents  do.  So 
far,  we  have  found  no  compelling  rea¬ 
son  to  follow  the  majority’s  advice.  So 
let  us  go  on. 

Next,  the  report  lists  the  witnesses  who 
appeared  for  and  against  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1,  indicating  quite  clearly 
that  the  chief  opposition  to  it,  except  on 
the  part  of  the  sponsors  of  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  147,  came  from  the  spokesmen  for 
organized  medicine. 

For  some  reason,  not  clear  to  me,  the 
report  fails  to  mention  that  the  list  of 
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witnesses  in  favor  of  the  plan  included  a 
gentleman  who  only  the  other  day  was 
heralded,  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
for  his  patriotic  service  to  this  country, 
the  former  President  of  the  United 
States,  Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman  of 
the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government. 
It  is  true  that  he  testified  generally, 
on  all  of  the  first  seven  plans  submitted 
by  the  President.  But  surely  it  is  im¬ 
portant  for  us,  in  the  consideration  of 
plan  No.  1,  to  know  that  Mr.  Hoover 
said,  and  I  quote  him,  directly  from  the 
hearings : 

I  want  to  say  at  once  that  the  seven 
plans  are  all  steps  on  the  road  to  better  or¬ 
ganization  of  the  administrative  branch. 
They  are,  insofar  as  they  go,  substantially  in 
accord  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch  of  the  Government. 

The  only  interpretation  one  can  place 
upon  that  statement  is  simply  this,  that 
the  distinguished  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch  of  the  Government  felt  that 
these  plans  represent  good  forward  steps, 
and  particularly  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1,  and  his  statement  indicates  that 
he  wished  it  went  further,  and  so  does 
the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota. 
But  to  say  that  one  thinks  it  ought  to  go 
further  than  it  now  goes,  and  therefore 
he  will  reject  it,  is  to  say  that  he  does  not 
believe  in  what  we  may  call  steady  prog¬ 
ress.  It  would  be  the  same  sort  of  thing 
as  if  people  were  to  say  that  the  need  for 
schools  in  America  today  is  greater  than 
can  be  supplied,  and  that,  therefore, 
since  we  cannot  go  the  whole  way,  no 
forward  steps  whatever  should  be  taken. 
I  have  heard  it  said  repeatedly  that  we 
need  in  this  country  many  school  build¬ 
ings,  we  need  today  much  money  for  the 
support  of  our  schools  and  we  need  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  for  a  highway  program. 

Only  the  other  day  there  was  before 
the  Senate  for  consideration  an  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  Public  Roads  Adminis¬ 
tration.  We  could  all  have  voted  against 
it.  We  might  have  said,  “We  need  from 
$25,000,000,000  to  $50,000,000,000,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  road  builders  of  America, 
for  the  building  of  highways,  so  we  are 
not  going  to  vote  for  the  appropriation 
of  four  or  five  million  dollars.  That  is 
not  enough.”  What  kind  of  reasoning 
would  that  be?  That  would  be  the  same 
as  saying  that,  simply  because  we  cannot 
afford  to  pay  for  the  building  of  a  new 
house,  we  will  not  undertake  to  put  up 
sufficient  money  to  make  necessary  re¬ 
pairs.  Or  if  repairs  were  necessary  to  be 
made,  and  we  did  not  have  sufficient 
money  to  make  all  the  repairs,  would  it 
not  be  foolish  to  say  that  wTe  would  not 
make  as  many  repairs  as  we  could  afford 
to  make,  simply  because  we  did  not  have 
money  enough  to  make  all  the  repairs? 
What  kind  of  reasoning  would  that  be? 

So  long  as  the  step  now  proposed  to 
be  taken  is  a  forward  step,  and  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Hoover  Commission’s 
recommendations,  it  is  a  step  worth  tak¬ 
ing.  If  it  is  in  conformity  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  laid  down  by  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  if  it  has  the  support  of  the  spon¬ 
sors  of  the  reorganization  movement  in 
the  Government,  then  it  appears  to  me 


it  is  the  kind  of  plan  which  should  be 
given  the  helping  hand  of  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  that  I  have  been 
quite  confused  by  the  arguments  which 
have  been  made  one  way  and  the  other 
on  this  question.  The  Senator  states 
that  this  is  but  a  step.  It  seems  to  me 
that  there  is  a  good  deal  of  question  as 
to  the  direction  in  which  the  step  is  to  be 
taken.  It  may  not  be  backward,  but  it 
may  be  in  the  direction  of  something  we 
do  not  want.  As  I  understand  from  an 
examination  of  the  tax  force  report,  it 
was  the  recommendation  of  the  task 
force  that  a  United  Medical  Service  be 
established,  which  would  be  independent 
of  the  Department  of  Health  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  as  recommended  in  other  portions 
of  the  report. 

The  Senator  says  that  if  we  take  this 
step  now  and  put  the  Medical  Service  in 
the  new  department,  ultimately,  if  we 
want  to  do  it,  we  can  organize  it  in  an¬ 
other  way.  I  submit  to  the  Senator  this 
question:  Have  not  the  President  and 
Mr.  Ewing  indicated  already  that  it  would 
not  be  their  purpose  or  desire  to  take  that 
further  step  in  conformity  with  what  the 
Senator  says?  In  other  words,  if  we 
adopt  the  Senator’s  suggestion  and  put 
the  Health  Service  in  the  new  depart¬ 
ment,  while  some  Senators  may  feel  that 
it  ought  to  be  set  up  in  compliance  with 
the  report  of  the  task  force,  how  are  we 
ever  going  to  accomplish  that  once  this 
step  is  taken?  The  President  has  said  in 
his  letter: 

I  am  unalterably  opposed  to  the  recom¬ 
mendation  to  transfer  the  Public  Health 
Service  to  an  independent  United  Medical 
Administration  and  I  feel  that  any  plan  to 
consolidate  hospital  functions  at  this  time 
would  be  premature. 

How  does  the  Senator  get  around  that 
particular  situation? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  does  not  wish  to  get 
around  it.  The  Congress  can  legislate 
as  to  where  it  wants  the  agencies  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  go.  If  we  think  the  Public 
Health  Service  ought  to  be  in  the  United 
Medical  Administration,  we  must  take 
certain  steps.  I  think  we  can  rely  upon 
the  advice  and  judgment  of  the  Hoover 
Commission.  There  does  not  seem  to  be 
any  partisan  debate  as  to  whether  or  not 
Mr.  Hoover  has  done  a  good  job.  I  think 
all  fair-minded  people  realize  that  he  has 
done  a  tremendous  job. 

What  does  he  say  with  reference  to  the 
United  Medical  Administration? 

I  do  not  think  think  the  President  has 
ignored  the  recommendations,  because  the 
whole  problem  of  reorganization  is  so  greatly 
interlocked.  For  instance,  in  order  to  carry 
out  the  Commission’s  recommendations,  it 
is  necessary  to  set  up  a  United  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration  in  the  Government  before  the 
health  functions  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  can  be  transferred.  The  creation  of 
that  agency,  I  am  advised,  will  require  speci¬ 
fic  legislation  before  the  President  could 
transfer  agencies  to  it. 

I  shall  not  debate  the  point  as  to  what 
Mr.  Hoover  said.  He  has  been  advised 
by  counsel  for  the  Committee  on  Or¬ 
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ganization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of 
the  Government. 

The  question  which  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  raises  is  an  important  one. 
Apparently  the  present  head  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  and  the  President 
have  stated  that  they  do  not  believe  that 
the  Public  Health  Service  should  be 
transferred  to  the  United  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration.  The  American  Legion  and 
the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  do  not 
even  want  a  United  Medical  Adminis¬ 
tration.  But  if  the  Congress  wishes  to 
transfer  the  Public  Health  Service  to 
the  Maritime  Commission  it  can  do  so. 
If  it  wishes  to  transfer  the  Public  Health 
Service  to  the  Port  Authority,  it  can  do 
so.  We  legislate.  Congress  can  put  the 
Public  Health  Service  wherever  it  wishes 
to  put  it,  or  it  can  rely  on  the  good  will 
of  the  President  and  hope  that  he  will 
transfer  it.  If  we  feel  that  he  will  not 
do  it,  we  should  pass  the  kind  of  legis¬ 
lation  which  will  take  care  of  the  prob¬ 
lem. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Suppose  a  Senator 
believes  that  there  should  be  a  United 
Medical  Administration,  and  that  it 
should  be  independent,  but  that  it  should 
not  be  intermingled  with  other  important 
activities.  Suppose  he  votes  for  this  Par¬ 
ticular  plan,  and  the  Medical  Service  goes 
into  the  new  department.  He  may  hope 
that,  as  an  administrative  act  on  the 
part  of  the  administrative  department 
in  the  Government,  the  President  and 
Mr.  Ewing  will  set  up  a  separate  United 
Medical  Service.  We  have  every  indi¬ 
cation,  from  what  the  President  and 
Mr.  Ewing  have  said,  that  neither  of 
them  believes  in  that  sort  of  a  program. 
So  obviously  it  will  not  be  done  by  ad¬ 
ministrative  action. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  May  I  finish? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  my 
time  is  limited. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  The  Senator  has  the 
floor.  If  he  does  not  wish  to  yield  fur¬ 
ther,  he  is  not  obliged  to  do  so. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  prefer  that  we 
have  questions.  Senators  on  the  other 
side  have  a  certain  amount  of  time.  I 
want  to  be  fair.  I  have  a  very  high  re¬ 
gard  for  the  Senator  from  Connecticut, 
and  I  should  like  to  allow  him  to  con¬ 
tinue  with  his  interrogation;  but  let  it 
be  put  in  the  form  of  a  question. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  shall  put  it  in  the 
form  of  a  question  at  the  end. 

The  other  alternative,  it  seems  to  me, 
is  that,  as  the  Senator  has  suggested,  we 
could  take  legislative  action.  But  does 
not  the  Senator  realize  that  if  the  Presi¬ 
dent  is  opposed  to  it,  and  we  take  legis¬ 
lative  action  to  put  it  into  effect,  the 
President  can  veto  it,  and  we  shall  be 
faced  with  the  necessity  of  overriding  his 
veto? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  a  definite 
possibility.  However,  I  understood  that 
the  President  was  opposed  to  the  Taft- 
Hartley  Act.  Congress  passed  it  over  his 
veto.  The  President  appointed  the  gen¬ 
eral  counsel,  and  he  administers  the  law. 
Hie  President  of  the  United  States  takes 
an  oath  of  office  to  uphold  the  Constitu¬ 
tion.  If  the  Congress  felt  that  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  should  be  in  the  United 
Medical  Administration,  I  do  not  think 
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any  President  would  deny  that  that  is 
where  it  would  be  placed. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  quite  agree  with  my 
distinguished  friend.  But  if  a  Senator 
believed  that  there  should  be  a  United 
Medical  Service  and  that  it  should  be  in¬ 
dependent,  by  voting  in  favor  of  this  reso¬ 
lution  he  could  have  his  point  established 
by  majority  vote.  If  he  voted  to  sup¬ 
port  the  plan,  and  the  United  Medical 
Service  should  go  into  the  new  depart¬ 
ment,  then  the  only  way  the  situation 
could  be  changed  would  be  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote.  Are  not  those  alternatives? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Not  quite.  Let  me 
point  out,  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota,  what 
the  alternatives  are. 

If  this  reorganization  plan  is  killed,  the 
Public  Health  Service  will  still  be  under 
the  Federal  Security  Agency.  Mr.  Ewing 
is  still  at  the  head  of  that  Agency.  The 
Public  Health  Service  will  be  in  exactly 
the  same  position  it  was.  If  this  plan  is 
killed  it  is  no  guaranty  that  there  will 
be  a  United  Medical  Administration. 
That  question  will  be  fought  out  on  its 
merits.  While  the  American  Medical 
Association  has  learned  the  art  of  lobby¬ 
ing,  whenever  it  starts  to  tamper  with 
veterans’  medical  care  there  will  be 
trouble.  So  if  we  think  we  have  a  tough 
nut  to  crack  so  far  as  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  is  concerned,  we  shall  find  that 
this  is  only  a  warming-up  exercise  if  we 
undertake  to  legislate  on  the  matter  of 
a  United  Medical  Administration. 

This  proposal  does  one  thing.  It  says 
that  the  Senate  is  willing  to  underwrite 
the  basic  principles  of  reorganization. 
I  do  not  mean  the  details,  but  the  prin¬ 
ciples.  First,  the  Commission  recom¬ 
mends  as  a  primary  objective  that — 

The  numerous  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch  must  be  grouped  into  departments 
as  nearly  as  possible  by  major  purposes  in 
order  to  give  a  coherent  mission  to  each  de¬ 
partment. 

Second,  the  Commission  lays  down  the 
principle  that — 

Within  each  department,  the  subsidiary 
bureaus  should  also  be  grouped  as  nearly  as 
possible  according  to  major  purposes. 

Third — 

Under  the  President,  the  heads  of  the  de¬ 
partments  must  hold  full  responsibility  for 
the  conduct  of  their  departments.  There 
must  be  a  clear  line  of  authority  reaching 
down  through  every  step  of  the  organiza¬ 
tion,  and  no  subordinate  should  have  au¬ 
thority  independent  from  that  of  his  supe¬ 
rior. 

Those  are  the  basic  principles  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  report.  What  we 
are  arguing  today  is  not  merely  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  details  of  the  welfare  plan, 
but  whether  or  not  the  basic  principles 
of  reorganization  are  to  be  accepted  or 
rejected.  I  am  for  their  acceptance. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Does  not  the  Senator  feel 
that  the  attempt  to  combine  health,  wel¬ 
fare,  and  education,  which  are  com¬ 
pletely  separate  at  the  local  level,  is  a 
violation  of  the  basic  principles  of  the 
Hoover  plan? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  is  unwilling  to  ren¬ 


der  a  layman’s  judgment  on  that  sub¬ 
ject.  He  has  read  repeatedly  from  what 
has  been  said  by  those  who  have  been 
in  the  field  of  administration  at  higher 
levels  than  the  junior  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  has  ever  attained.  I  pointed  out 
what  the  distinguished  former  President 
Hoover  had  to  say.  In  the  twilight  of 
his  life  he  has  gained  new  glory,  on  the 
basis  of  his  great  contribution  toward 
reorganization.  He  says  that  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  1  is  the  first  step  in  the 
right  direction.  I  predict  that  before 
this  debate  is  over  he  will  say  that  Sen¬ 
ate  Resolution  147  is  the  first  step  in  the 
wrong  direction.  That  is  my  considered 
judgment. 

I  point  out  that  sooner  or  later  we 
have  to  come  to  grips  with  the  problem 
of  reorganization.  I  have  heard  the  de¬ 
bates  on  economy  and  waste  and  dupli¬ 
cation  in  Government.  I  submit  there 
is  always  waste  in  Government  and  there 
always  will  be  duplication  and  ineffi¬ 
ciency  so  long  as  there  are  10  captains 
and  10  chiefs  in  every  department. 
There  cannot  be  an  efficient  Govern¬ 
ment  unless  there  is  integrated  com¬ 
mand.  A  department  head  cannot  be 
held  responsible  unless  he  has  responsi¬ 
bility  in  fact,  as  well  as  in  theory.  Al¬ 
though  some  may  have  disliked  some  of 
the  political  philosophy  of  former  Presi¬ 
dent  Hoover,  and  it  is  perfectly  obvious 
that  the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota 
has  disagreed  with  his  political  philoso¬ 
phy,  yet  no  one  has  ever  said  that  former 
President  Hoover  did  not  understand  ad¬ 
ministration.  I  happen  to  think  there  is 
something  else  to  Government  than  ad¬ 
ministration;  but  administration  helps, 
and  provides  for  the  best  use  of  the  re¬ 
sources  at  our  command. 

I  should  like  to  continue  with  the  ma¬ 
jority  report.  There  is  much  to  be  said 
about  it.  Those  who  have  prepared  it 
and  have  subscribed  to  it  have  done  a 
good  deal  of  hard  thinking  about  the 
problem  before  the  committee.  I  know 
there  are  honest  differences  of  opinion, 
and  I  realize  that  neither  the  majority 
report  nor  the  minority  report  is  one  of 
perfection.  I  am  not  asserting  that  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  is  everything 
that  I  would  want  it  to  be.  I  am  only 
arguing  that  to  my  mind  and  my  way  of 
considering  it,  it  is  a  fcffward  step. 

I  predict  that  if  we  make  any  progress 
under  the  Hoover  Commission’s  recom¬ 
mendations — and  pray  God  that  we  do — 
we  shall  have  to  inch  along,  move  along 
step  by  step. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Stennis  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Does  not  the  Senator 
think  that  if  we  give  the  departments 
the  things  they  want,  we  shall  never  put 
into  effect  the  things  they  do  not  want? 
Does  not  the  Senator  think  we  must  put 
the  sweet  and  the  sour  together,  if  we 
are  to  have  both  placed  in  effect? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  some  diffi¬ 
culty  in  following  the  observations  of  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  in  that  matter.  I 
gather  that  he  takes  the  position  that  a 


little  sugar  and  a  little  vinegar  must  be 
mixed  together,  for  by  putting  them  to¬ 
gether  the  resultant  mixture  does  not 
taste  so  bad,  and  perhaps  it  will  be  ac¬ 
cepted.  Is  that  the  Senator’s  point? 

Mr.  TAFT.  No,  not  at  all.  My  point 
is  that  if  we  give  the  departments  what 
they  want — the  higher  salaries,  the 
greater  status  that  Mr.  Ewing  wants, 
and  so  forth — but  at  the  same  time  do 
not  take  away  the  administration  of 
medical  matters,  we  shall  never  be  able 
to  take  the  medical  administration  away 
from  this  agency.  That  is  my  point. 
In  every  case,  if  we  are  going  to  get  the 
whole  thing  through,  it  seems  to  me  we 
must  do  it  in  one  piece,  and  not  do  the 
things  that  are  pleasant  for  the  depart¬ 
ments,  and  then  not  try  to  put  into  effect 
the  things  they  do  not  like. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  does  not  mean  that  we 
should  do  everything  in  one  piece. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  mean  as  to  each  depart¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yesterday,  while 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio  was 
debating  this  question,  I  asked  him 
whether  he  knew  what  the  position  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  or  that  of  any 
member  thereof  was.  As  I  remember, 
he  said  he  did  not  know  specifically,  but 
that  the  plan  before  us  carried  out  the 
views  of  three  members  who  were  in  the 
minority.  I  telegraphed  former  Presi¬ 
dent  Hoover  this  morning  as  follows: 
Hon.  Herbert  Hoover, 

Waldorf-Astoria  Hotel, 

New  York,  N.  Y.: 

Would  appreciate  your  views  respecting 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  which  creates  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare  with  Cabinet  status. 
Senate  expected  to  vote  today. 

Best  wishes, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

United  States  Senator,  Louisiana. 

With  the  Senator’s  permission,  I 
should  like  to  read  his  answer. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  be  very 
happy  to  receive  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  read  the  telegram: 

New  York,  N.  Y.,  August  16,  1949. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

United  States  Senate: 

In  reply  to  an  inquiry,  I  yesterday  sent 
the  following  telegram  to  Senator  Morse: 
“Your  telegram  reached  me  here.  I  stated 
my  views  fully  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Expenditures.  In  brief  I  supported  the 
President’s  seven  plans  as  first  steps  on  the 
long  road  of  reorganization  which  only  can 
be  carried  out  by  further  Executive  and 
congressional  action  if  the  recommendations 
of  the  Commission  are  to  be  fulfilled.  I 
likewise  supported  plan  No.  1  and  outlined 
that  the  further  imperative  steps  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Commission  are  the  sep¬ 
aration  of  all  health  and  labor  agencies  from 
the  new  department  and  reorganization  of 
budgeting,  accounting,  and  personnel  meth¬ 
ods.  The  Commission  did  not  recommend 
the  term  ‘Welfare’  for  the  name  of  the 
department  but  inclined  to  the  term  ‘Edu¬ 
cation  and  Social  Security.’  The  recom¬ 
mended  reorganization  will,  of  course,  not 
be  effective  until  these  further  steps  are 
undertaken." 

Herbert  Hoover. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
greatly  appreciate  the  telegram  which 
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has  just  been  read  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana.  It  is  one  of 
those  welcome  telegrams;  and  the  more 
we  can  receive,  the  better  off  we  should 
be. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  continue  with 
the  analysis  of  the  majority  report. 

In  addition  to  Mr.  Hoover,  witnesses 
who  testified  in  favor  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  represented  the  President,  the 
American  Council  on  Education,  the 
American  Public  Welfare  Association, 
the  American  Pharmaceutical  Associa¬ 
tion,  and  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars. 
To  my  personal  knowledge,  a  great  many 
other  witnesses,  representing  almost 
every  organized  segment  of  the  popula¬ 
tion,  would  have  testified  for  the  plan 
if  there  had  been  the  slightest  indication 
before  the  hearings  closed  that  the  plan 
was  in  danger.  But  the  attack  against  it 
was  carefully  timed.  It  was  not  until  the 
very  day  the  hearings  were  closed  that 
a  veritable  avalanche  of  telegrams  de¬ 
scended  upon  the  committee  and  its 
members,  individually,  many  identical 
and  virtually  all  supporting  the  position 
of  the  American  Medical  Association. 
In  the  evening  of  the  same  day,  the  veto 
resolution  we  are  now  considering  was 
introduced.  I  draw  no  conclusion  from 
that  coincidence,  but  merely  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  it  to  explain  why  the  many  public- 
spirited  organizations  which  would  have 
testified  if  they  had  known  the  plan  was 
in  danger  did  not  do  so.  However,  many 
of  them  did  send  letters  and  telegrams 
to  the  committee  expressing  their  sup¬ 
port. 

The  majority  report  states  quite  can¬ 
didly  that  most  of  the  telegrams,  letters, 
and  statements  received  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  were  sent  by  physicians,  medical  so¬ 
cieties,  and  individuals  affiliated  with  the 
latter,  almost  all  of  whom  wanted  an 
independent  Public  Health  Service  and 
urged  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  be 
turned  down  until  and  unless  they  get 
what  they  want. 

The  report  might  have  pointed  out, 
of  course,  that  while  the  majority  of  in¬ 
dividual  communications  received  by  the 
committee  were  in  opposition  to  plan 
No.  1,  those  in  favor  of  it  represented 
the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  voting 
citizens  of  America.  After  all,  adding  all 
the  medical  societies  in  the  United  States 
together,  if  every  member  of  every  one 
of  them  should  send  a  telegram  to  each 
Senator,  he  would  have  heard  from  only 
as  many  people  as  live  in  any  one  of  a 
score  of  middle-sized  American  cities, 
cities  about  the  size  of  my  sister  city  of 
St.  Paul,  Minn. 

The  report  might  also  have  made 
known  the  fact — for  it  is  a  fact — that 
a  great  many  of  the  communications  in¬ 
spired  by  the  American  Medical  Associa¬ 
tion  were  identical,  word  for  word  and 
period  for  period.  For  instance,  on  one 
particular  day,  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  received  30-odd  identical  tele¬ 
grams,  each  signed  by  a  different  member 
of  one  medical  society  in  a  medium-sized 
New  Jersey  town.  The  telegram  read: 
“Kill  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.”  At 
about  the  same  time,  a  flood  of  telegrams 
came  in  from  remote  hamlets  in  every 


part  of  one  State,  all  urging,  in  the  same 
words:  “Don’t  make  Ewing  any  bigger, 
he’s  too  big  already.”  Each  was  signed 
by  a  different  person — not  one  of  whom, 
I  am  sure,  had  the  slightest  knowledge 
about  Oscar  Ewing  or  his  size. 

I  may  say  that  the  issue  is  not  the 
distinguished  head  of  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency.  We  are  talking  about  a 
long-run  principle  of  Government.  We 
are  talking  about  a  Department  of  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Whether  one  likes  or  dislikes 
the  head  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
is  not  the  issue.  If  we  do  not  like  him, 
if  it  is  the  majority  opinion  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  he  should  not  be  the  head  of 
the  Welfare  Department,,  then  I  may 
say  to  Senators,  when  his  nomination 
comes  up  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  for 
confirmation,  let  us  fight  it.  Let  us  wait, 
and  not  try  to  muddy  up  the  waters  of 
this  debate  with  the  matter  of  a  per¬ 
sonality. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  connection  with  the 
last  statement  made  by  the  Senator,  as 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  entered  the 
door,  I  may  say  practically  every  tele¬ 
gram  I  have  received  from  the  Medical 
Society  in  my  State  has  criticized  an  in¬ 
dividual  who  they  assume  is  going  to 
head  this  Department,  rather  than  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  basic  issues  involved  in  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1.  As  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  rightly  said,  if  there  are 
49  or  more  Members  of  the  Senate  who 
are  willing  to  vote  against  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  primarily,  or  secondarily, 
because  of  a  personality,  they  can  wait 
for  that  individual  to  come  before  the 
Senate  upon  nomination  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  then  act  adversely  upon  the 
nomination  of  Mr.  Ewing,  if  that  is  the 
way  they  feel  about  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  very  happy 
to  have  the  observation  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader,  because  it  is 
my  considered  judgment  that,  as  he  has 
so  well  pointed  out,  with  respect  to  the 
issue  of  personality,  we  have  a  means 
of  dealing  with  that.  We  have  a  means 
provided  under  the  Constitution.  The 
President  nominates,  the  Senate  con¬ 
firms.  If  we  do  not  like  the  person  who 
is  nominated,  we  do  not  have  to  con¬ 
firm  him,  we  can  withhold  confirmation. 
That  issue  will  be  debated  on  another  oc¬ 
casion.  Perhaps  a  consideration  of  that 
kind  may  have  deterred  the  majority 
from  listing  in  their  report  the  organi¬ 
zations  which  have  indicated  their  sup¬ 
port  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

Let  us  go  on  to  see  what  organizations 
supported  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1, 
other  than  those  I  have  already  men¬ 
tioned.  I  have  named  the  Council  on 
Education  and  the  Pharmaceutical  As¬ 
sociation.  And,  by  the  way,  as  a  prac¬ 
ticing  pharmacist,  I  am  willing  to  stack 
up  the  professional  ability  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Pharmaceutical  Association  along 
with  the  American  Medical  Association, 
as  to  their  judgment  with  respect  to  what 


is  good  for  health.  The  doctor  pre¬ 
scribes,  the  druggist  dispenses.  Let  us 
go  on  a  little  bit  further.  The  Veterans 
of  Foreign  Wars,  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  the  former  President  of 
the  United  States,  Mr.  Herbert  Hoover — 
all  of  these  testified  for  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1.  Here  are  a  few  others:  The 
American  Legion,  the  American  Federa¬ 
tion  of  Labor,  Disabled  American  Vet¬ 
erans,  American  Public  Health  Associa¬ 
tion,  American  Parents  Committee,  Con¬ 
gress  of  Industrial  Organizations,  United 
Automobile  Workers,  National  Women’s 
Trade  Union  League,  Association  of  State 
and  Territorial  Health  Officers.  There 
are  many,  many  more.  Certainly,  we 
want  to  take  their  wishes  into  account. 
I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  whatever 
that  the  majority  of  the  people  of  this 
country  want  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
to  become  law.  This  is  clear  if  you  just 
consider  the  membership  of  the  organi¬ 
zations  that  are  on  record  for  it,  and 
compare  their  numbers  with  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  American  Medical  Asso¬ 
ciation  and  the  American  Dental  Asso¬ 
ciation.  Of  course,  I  am  not  inclined  to 
worship  the  opinion  of  poll  as  a  Delphic 
Oracle,  especially  when  it  gets  into 
politics. 

I  think  we  have  learned  a  lesson  about 
that.  But  I  call  attention  to  the  recent 
Gallup  poll,  published  just  last  week, 
which  showed  that  only  28  percent  of 
the  people  are  opposed  to  this  plan. 
Twenty  percent  had  no  opinion,  and  64 
percent  were  for  it.  On  the  sheer  basis 
of  mathematics,  on  the  basis  of  the  or¬ 
ganizations  for  and  against,  the  proof 
and  the  evidence  seem  to  show,  let  me 
say,  beyond  a  shadow  of  a  doubt,  where 
the  American  people  stand  on  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1.  So  far,  there  cer¬ 
tainly  is  nothing  in  this  majority  report 
to  indicate  that  we  should  follow  the  ad¬ 
vice  of  its  authors  and  vote  for  the  veto 
resolution.  Having  digressed  for  a  mo¬ 
ment  to  fill  in  a  significant  gap,  let  us 
return  to  the  report  itself.  Perhaps  we 
shall  find  an  argument  yet  to  support  the 
conclusion  it  reaches. 

Having  shown  that  plan  No.  1  was  sub¬ 
mitted  in  accordance  with  the  wish  of 
Congress  and  in  line  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  all  Presidents  but  one  since 
1923,  and  having  shown  that  it  enjoys 
extremely  broad  support  and  very  limited 
opposition,  the  majority  report,  which 
says  we  should  veto  this  reorganization 
plan,  then  proceeds  to  summarize  the 
testimony  in  favor  of  the  plan.  It  is  an 
eminently  fair  and  candid  summary — I 
shall  quote  it  verbatim — and  subscribe 
to  it  wholeheartedly. 

I  may  say  to  my  distinguished  col¬ 
leagues,  I  am  not  quoting  from  the  minor¬ 
ity  views  presented  to  the  Senate  by  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  am 
quoting  from  the  majority  report  on 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.  What  does 
it  say? 

1.  The  functions  of  health,  education,  and 
security  now  performed  by  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  are  of  sufficient  importance 
to  warrant  departmental  status,  and  in  the 
Interests  of  the  welfare  of  the  people  such 
recognition  should  be  granted  without  fur¬ 
ther  delay. 
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There  can  be  no  argument,  then,  about 
having  a  duty,  so  I  agree  with  that. 

2.  Plan  No.  1  would  accomplish  this  by 
converting  the  Federal  Security  Agency  Into 
a  Department  of  Welfare,  but  would  neither 
add  to,  nor  detract  frorh,  nor  change  the 
statutory  functions  now  performed  by  the 
Federal  Security  Agency.  The  plan  would 
merely  convert  FSA  into  a  cabinet  depart¬ 
ment. 

Of  course  that  is  all  that  can  be  done 
under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 
This  is  well  stated,  I  submit,  and  it  is 
true. 

What  is  the  third  observation  of  the 
majority  report,  which  asks  the  Senate 
to  veto  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1? 

3.  The  plan  implements  a  cardinal  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  cf  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  establishment  of  a  Department 
of  Welfare,  which  action  has  been  urged  by 
every  President  (excepting  President  Cool- 
idge)  since  President  Harding  in  1923. 

All  of  that  Is  true. 

4.  The  Federal  Security  Administrator, 
under  existing  statutes,  does  not  have  the 
authority  to  administer  his  organization  to 
obtain  the  most  efficient  operations.  His 
present  authority  is  only  of  a  general  super¬ 
visory  nature. 

I  concur  in  that  statement. 

What  is  the  fifth  observation  which  the 
majority  report  makes? 

5.  Section  2  (b),  (c)  of  plan  No.  1  would 
give  the  new  Secretary  of  Welfare  the  author¬ 
ity  the  FSA  Administrator  testified  as  being 
essential  for  efficient  administration  by  in¬ 
vesting  in  the  Secretary  the  power  to  con¬ 
solidate  functions  and,  with  minor  reserva¬ 
tions,  to  delegate  functions  as  he  deems 
necessary  or  desirable. 

This  is  in  line  with  a  major  principle 
of  executive  management  which  was 
stressed  time  and  time  again  in  the 
Hoover  Commission  reports  as  essential 
to  economy  and  efficiency  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch. 

In  other  words,  the  right  of  a  depart¬ 
ment  head  to  delegate  functions,  to  line 
up  the  work,  and  I  regard  that  as  one  of 
the  cardinal  principles  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  report.  Then,  sixth,  what 
does  the  majority  report  say? 

6.  The  holding-company  type  of  organi¬ 
zation,  such  as  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
of  which  the  Social  Security  Administration, 
the  United  States  Public  Health  Service,  the 
Office  of  Education,  etc.,  are  component  parts, 
in  the  past  has  not  proved  the  most  satis¬ 
factory  to  discharge  those  functions. 

This  is  exactly  the  kind  of  organiza¬ 
tion  which  the  Hoover  Commission  holds 
responsible  for  much  of  the  inefficiency, 
duplication,  and  waste  which  all  of  us 
are  so  anxious  to  eliminate. 

Let  us  move  to  the  seventh  observation 
of  the  majority  report: 

The  prestige  which  accompanies  a  Cab¬ 
inet  officer,  or  a  department  of  Government, 
would  facilitate  more  efficient  discharge  of 
the  functions  embraced  by  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Agency,  with  attendant  benefits  to  the 
people. 

■  It  seems  to  me  that  is  self-evident. 

Then  comes  the  eighth  observation: 

The  Federal  Security  Agency,  by  size  alone 
(35,000  employees),  and  by  the  scope,  im¬ 
portance,  and  significance  of  its  functions, 
reserves  departmental  status. 


This  I  believe  is  universally  recognized 
and  is  not  questioned  by  anyone. 

I  shall,  of  course,  expand  on  these 
points,  and  have  already  touched  upon 
a  few  of  them.  We  feel  that  the  logic 
in  favor  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is 
overwhelming,  by  the  admissions  of  the 
majority  itself;  overwhelming  to  the 
point  that  every  single  argument  of  the 
Hoover  Commission,  every  single  argu¬ 
ment  on  the  facts  of  administration,  is 
on  the  side  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 
The  opposition  is  confined  to  one  point 
only,  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  did  not,  apparently,  do  what  Mr. 
Hoover  says  he  cannot  do — establish  a 
United  Medical  Administration  and 
transfer  the  Public  Health  Service.  So, 
what  the  issue  is  in  the  minds  of  some 
persons  is  that  “If  you  will  not  do  for  the 
Public  Health  Service  what  we  think  you 
should  do,  you  cannot  reorganize  the 
Government.”  I  submit  that  is  a  very 
narrow-minded  approach. 

All  the  eight  arguments  in  the  ma¬ 
jority  report  in  favor  of  a  Department 
of  Health  say  that  we  ought  to  have  a 
Department  of  Welfare;  that  the  present 
system  is  inefficient;  that  a  Department 
of  Welfare  would  provide  a  more  effecr 
tive  administration. 

The  majority  report  next  lists  its  sum¬ 
mary  of  opposition  arguments,  the  alle¬ 
gation  that  the  function  of  health,  and, 
to  a  lesser  extent,  of  education,  have 
been  dominated  by  and  subordinated  to 
the  function  of  welfare  by  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  to  the  detriment  of  the 
former.  As  I  pointed  out  at  length,  in 
my  minority  report,  this  allegation  sim¬ 
ply  is  not  true,  although  opposition  wit¬ 
nesses  repeated  it  categorically  and  mat¬ 
ter  of  factly,  as  if  it  were.  The  fact  is 
that  the  Public  Health  Service  has  grown 
more  in  the  10  years  it  has  been  a  part 
of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  than  in 
the  previous  140  years  of  its  history. 

Speaking  of  appropriations,  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  has  expanded  in  that 
respect  517  percent  since  it  became  a 
part  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 
The  Social  Security  Administration,  on 
the  other  hand,  has  had  an  increase  in 
appropriations  over  the  same  period  of 
252  percent.  This  increase  has  been 
almost  entirely  for  public-assistance 
grants-in-aid.  The  social-insurance  pro¬ 
grams,  however,  have  remained  almost 
stationary.  In  the  political  atmosphere 
of  the  past  few  years,  they  have  been 
lucky  to  hold  their  own. 

All  the  talk  about  the  “welfare  state” 
and  “domination”  by  the  “welfare  idea” 
is  nothing  more  nor  less  than  political 
semantics.  It  is  a  trick  learned  from 
the  Communists,  who  seize  upon  good, 
honest,  decent  words,  such  as  “democ¬ 
racy”  and  “people,”  and  prostitute  them 
to  their  evil  ends.  What  is  a  better  end 
for  any  government  than  the  welfare  of 
the  people?  Let  me  say,  parenthetically 
and  in  passing,  that  I  am  perfectly  will¬ 
ing  at  some  future  date  to  debate  with 
anyone,  anywhere,  whether  we  should 
have  a  welfare  state.  It  is  better  to  have 
a  welfare  state  than  to  have  a  police 
state  or  a  state  of  reaction.  What  is 
wrong  with  the  welfare  of  the  people? 
What  is  better  to  strive  for  than  a  gov¬ 


ernment  of  the  people,  by  the  people,  and 
for  the  people?  How  can  a  government 
achieve  that  end  except  by  promoting  the 
general  welfare? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  prefer  not 
to  yield  at  this  time,  because  my  time  is 
running  far  beyond  the  extent  to  which 
it  should. 

I  submit,  Mr.  President,  and  the  facts 
bear  cut  my  statement,  that  the  Public 
Health  Service  has  done  a  better  and  a 
bigger  job  for  the  welfare  of  the  people 
in  the  past  10  years  than  in  all  the  rest 
of  its  long  history.  I  say  that  is  good. 
Perhaps,  before  long,  if  the  Public  Health 
Service  continues  to  grow  and  expand  as 
rapidly  under  the  Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare  as  it  has  under  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  I  shall  be  one  to  insist  that  it  be 
set  up  as  a  Department  of  Health.  Per¬ 
haps  that  time  is  not  far  in  the  future, 
but  the  time  is  not  yet.  The  hysterical 
propaganda  about  a  “welfare  state”  and 
the  thoroughly  unjustified  and  unfactual 
talk  about  “domination”  and  “subordina¬ 
tion”  will  not  speed  the  process. 

Point  No.  3  in  the  summary  of  opposi¬ 
tion  testimony,  as  set  forth  in  the 
majority  report,  is  in  reality  a  restate¬ 
ment  of  point  No.  2.  Having  insisted 
that  the  Public  Health  Service  and  Office 
of  Education  are  dominated  by  the  wel¬ 
fare  function,  the  opponents  now  insist 
that  they  would  be  dominated  by  the 
Secretary  of  Welfare  under  the  form  of 
organization  established  in  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1. 

In  other  words,  if  we  have  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare  it  is  going  to  contami¬ 
nate  health  and  education.  We  shall 
have  a  Secretary  of  Welfare,  and  of 
course  he  will  somehow  or  other  sub¬ 
merge  and  dominate  the  entire  organiza¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  only  one  way 
we  can  hope  to  achieve  the  objectives 
of  economy  and  efficiency  in  government 
for  which  the  Congress  established  the 
Hoover  Commission.  We  must  make  the 
heads  of  departments  and  agencies  re¬ 
sponsible  for  their  operation.  But  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  authority  go  hand  in 
hand.  We  cannot  have  one  without  the 
other.  What  the  opponents  of  the  plan 
are  saying  is  simply  this:  “We  want 
economy  and  efficiency,  and  we  are  will¬ 
ing  to  make  the  Secretary  responsible 
for  it,  but  we  are  not  going  to  give  him 
the  authority  without  which  he  cannot 
possibly  achieve  it.  We  are  willing  to  go 
along  with  the  Hoover  Commission  rec¬ 
ommendations,  but  not  with  the  most 
important  one,  the  one  upon  which  all 
the  others  rest.  We  are  not  going  to  give 
anyone  we  disagree  with  any  authority 
at  all. 

That  is  the  attitude  we  face,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  and  if  it  prevails,  we  might  as  well 
throw  the  Hoover  Commission  reports 
away  and  forget  about  them. 

Point  No.  4  argues  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  health  functions  should  be  set 
up  in  a  separate  department  of  health  or 
in  an  independent  health  agency,  and 
that  a  physician  should  be  the  head  of 
it.  The  committee  agreed  that  this  was 
out  of  the  question  for  the  present,  at 
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least.  However,  there  Is  nothing  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  Congress  from  establishing  such 
a  department  or  agency  at  any  time  it 
chooses;  and  the  establishment  of  a  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare  will  not  affect  the 
freedom  of  Congress  in  this  respect  one 
iota. 

I  shall  conclude  by  summarizing  my 
argument. 

The  opposition  to  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  seems  to  be  based  on  rather  tenuous 
grounds  and  some  false  premises.  It  is 
based  on  the  proposition  that  the  plan 
does  not  go  far  enough.  There  is  oppo¬ 
sition  on  the  proposition  that  the  health 
functions  of  government  should  not  be 
included  in  a  Welfare  Department.  Ap¬ 
parently  that  opposition  to  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  is  based  upon  the  idea 
that  a  Welfare  Department  would,  some¬ 
how  or  other,  subordinate  and  dominate 
aspects  of  government  dealing  with 
health.  I  see  no  other  reason  for  it,  un¬ 
less  it  be  that  those  who  oppose  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  do  not  believe  in 
integrated  types  of  bureaus  or  depart¬ 
ments. 

Now  let  me  state  what  my  position  is 
as  a  member  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments.  First,  I  believe,  along  with  every 
other  person  who  has  been  interested  in 
the  creation  of  a  welfare  department 
since  1923,  that  now  is  the  time  to  estab¬ 
lish  it.  Every  President,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  the  late  President  Coolidge,  has 
implored  Congress  to  establish  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare. 

Second,  I  do  not  believe  in  the  holding 
company  type  of  the  present  security 
agency.  I  believe  it  is  cumbersome,  in¬ 
efficient,  expensive,  and  wasteful.  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  the  junior  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  has,  as  his  witness  for  this,  the  entire 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Branch  of  the  Government.  I 
believe  that  a  department  head  should 
have  responsibility  for  the  functioning  of 
his  agency,  and  not  only  responsibility, 
but  the  authority  to  carry  out  the  func¬ 
tions. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota,  in 
urging  approval  by  the  Senate  of  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1,  states,  and  states 
it  as  a  conclusive  argument,  that  we  in 
the  Eighty-first  Congress  will  be  fortu¬ 
nate  indeed  if  we  can  move  ahead  a  little 
bit  in  the  program  of  reorganization.  If 
we  can  inch  along,  if  we  can  improve 
just  a  little,  we  will  have  justified  the 
faith  the  Congress  and  the  people  have 
placed  in  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

I  submit,  along  with  the  former  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  all  seven  plans,  and  in  par¬ 
ticular  plan  No.  1,  are  in  conformity  with, 
in  the  spirit  of  and  aim  at  the  goal  and 
objectives  of  the  basic  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  report. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  acid  test.  If 
we  yield  now  before  the  onslaught  of  op¬ 
position,  if  we  are  willing  to  have  the 
trumpets  blare  and  frighten  us  away  from 
our  citadel  of  good  government,  if  we  are 
going  to  let  the  trumpets  outside  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  frighten  us 
into  believing  that  somehow  or  other  it  is 
going  to  upset  popular  government  if  we 
adopt  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  then 


we  have  lost  all  hope  of  reorganization 
of  the  other  branches  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  President,  I  call  upon  those  who 
have  opposed  the  plan  in  public  to  study 
the  facts,  and  not  study  emotions,  to  look 
at  the  real  situation  and  not  at  the  im¬ 
aginary  situation.  When  the  realities 
and  facts  are  considered,  there  is  not  a 
shadow  of  a  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  that  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  will  be  accepted, 
and  will  be  heralded  by  the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  it  seems  to  me  that 
men  of  good  will  can  learn  a  valuable 
lesson  from  this  debate  and  from  the 
controversy  which  underlies  it.  I  can 
best  illustrate  what  I  have  in  mind  per¬ 
haps  by  reference  to  the  man  whose 
name  and  whose  reputation  have  been 
so  prominently  involved.  I  refer  to  Mr. 
Oscar  Ewing,  the  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministrator. 

Mr.  President,  this  man  has  been  the 
victim  of  vicious  propaganda  all  across 
the  country.  He  has  been  misrepre¬ 
sented  and  insulted  from  coast  to  coast. 
And  all  of  this,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  has 
played  a  part,  at  least  indirectly,  in  the 
debate  here  today. 

The  amazing  bitterness  of  this  cam¬ 
paign  against  Oscar  Ewing  has  baffled 
me.  I  know  him  well,  and  I  know  that 
none  of  the  charges  or  the  insinuations 
that  I  have  heard  are  true.  To  anyone 
who  knows  him,  in  fact,  they  are  utterly 
fantastic. 

Oscar  Ewing  was  born  in  Indiana.  He 
attended  Indiana  University.  He  got  his 
law  degree  at  Harvard,  where  he  and 
the  able  senator  from  Ohio  worked  to¬ 
gether  on  the  Harvard  Law  Review.  He 
sold  aluminum  during  his  summer  va¬ 
cations  to  help  pay  his  way.  He  taught 
for  a  year  at  the  University  of  Iowa. 
He  served  in  the  First  World  War  as  a 
captain  in  the  fledgling  air  service.  He 
forged  his  way  up  to  the  very  top  in  the 
practice  of  law,  as  a  member  of  the  firm 
founded  by  the  late  Chief  Justice  Charles 
Evans  Hughes.  He  became  counsel  for 
the  giant  Aluminum  Co.  of  America, 
whose  kitchen  wares  he  once  peddled  to 
Indiana  housewives. 

In  his  spare  time,  he  worked  to  fur¬ 
ther  the  cause  of  the  Democratic  Party, 
of  which  he  became  assistant  national 
chairman  in  1940,  and  later  vice  chair¬ 
man.  As  a  special  Assistant  Attorney 
General,  he  prosecuted  the  notorious 
William  Dudley  Pelley  on  sedition 
charges,  and  also  the  traitor,  Douglas 
Chandler.  And  finally,  he  was  appointed 
Administrator  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency. 

Mr.  President,  the  career  I  have  Just 
outlined  is  that  of  a  100-percent  Ameri¬ 
can,  a  poor  middle-western  boy  who 
made  his  own  way  to  the  top,  a  credit 
to  himself  and  his  country. 

Probably  the  greatest  thing  about 
America  is  the  tolerance  our  people  have 
for  each  other’s  opinions.  Without  that, 
this  country  would  be  a  far  less  pleasant 
place. 

But  that  is  the  very  thing  which  we 
have  seen  corroded  and  damaged  here. 
Until  Oscar  Ewing  became  a  public  advo¬ 
cate  of  health  Insurance,  not  an  angry 
word  was  spoken  of  him  and  he  was  held 
in  high  esteem  by  men  of  all  persuasions. 


After  that,  the  thunder  and  the  light¬ 
ning  struck. 

But,  Mr.  President,  nothing  about 
Oscar  Ewing  had  changed.  He  was 
exactly  the  same  man,  with  the  same 
ideals,  the  same  character,  the  same  per¬ 
sonality,  and  the  same  solid  record  of 
achievement.  Yet  such  was  the  lack  of 
tolerance  for  his  opinion  on  this  partic¬ 
ular  issue,  that  many  of  those  who  dis¬ 
agreed  with  even  his  good  intentions  at¬ 
tacked  his  motives  and  attempted  to 
destroy  his  reputation. 

Every  citizen  of  our  country  should 
have  the  basic  American  privilege  to  be¬ 
lieve  whatever  he  thinks  is  right,  to  speak 
out  for  his  convictions,  and  to  fight  for 
them. 

I  say,  let  us  never  lose  this  tolerance, 
Mr.  President.  It  is  the  most  valuable 
asset  we  have. 

Mr.  MURRAY  obtained  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  What 
time  will  the  Senator  take  in  presenting 
his  views? 

Mr.  MURRAY.  About  half  an  hour,  or 
a  little  more. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Montana  will  proceed. 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  in  sup¬ 
porting  Government  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1,  I  make  no  secret  of  the  fact,  and 
I  am  sure  that  it  is  well  understood,  that 
I  am  not  a  political  bedfellow  of  the 
Chairman  of  the  Commission  on  Organi¬ 
zation  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government.  I  have  never  been  closely 
associated  in  political  philosophy  with 
Mr.  Hoover.  I  hold  a  very  high  respect 
for  him  because  he  is  a  man  of  wide  ex¬ 
perience  in  economic  and  political  life. 
He  is  an  honest  man — a  man  of  very 
high  integrity  and  ability,  a  great  Amer¬ 
ican — but  I  would  not  accuse  him  of 
radicalism  or  of  liberalism  to  any  serious 
degree.  In  fact,  I  regard  him  as  an  out¬ 
standing  symbol  of  rock-ribbed  con¬ 
servatism.  If  anything,  he  was  even 
more  conservative  in  1932,  when,  as  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States,  he  appointed 
a  special  committee  to  study  the  whole 
subject  of  the  cost  of  medical  care. 

I  point  this  out  because  I  want  to  show 
my  colleagues  that  nothing  has  changed 
since  1932,  when  President  Hoover  en¬ 
countered  the  same  blind,  arrogant, 
petty,  and  hysterical  opposition  from  the 
very  same  people  who  now  seek  to  ruin 
the  first  move  that  is  made  to  carry  out 
his  program  for  the  reorganization  of  the 
Government.  History  is  repeating  itself. 

Let  me  review  Mr.  Hoover’s  earlier  en¬ 
counter  with  the  American  Medical  Asso¬ 
ciation.  Even  in  1932,  it  was  evident  that 
most  people  could  no  longer  afford  decent 
medical  care,  and  that  something  would 
have  to  be  done  about  it.  Therefore, 
President  Hoover,  with  his  keen  engineer¬ 
ing  bent  for  efficiency,  appointed  a  dis¬ 
tinguished  committee,  headed  by  the  late 
Dr.  Ray  Lyman  Wilbur.  Now,  Dr.  Wil¬ 
bur  was  no  more  radical  than  President 
Hoover.  He  was  a  doctor  of  medicine 
himself,  and  a  past  president  of  the 
American  Medical  Association.  Like  Mr. 
Hoover,  he  was  an  honest  and  an  able 
man.  He  and  his  committee  dug  out  the 
facts.  In  their  report,  they  said ; 

Human  life  In  the  United  States  is  being 
wasted,  as  recklessly,  as  surely,  in  times  of 
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peace  as  In  times  of  war.  Thousands  of  peo¬ 
ple  are  sick  and  dying  daily  in  this  country 
because  the  knowledge  and  facilities  we  have 
are  inadequately  applied. 

On  the  basis  of  the  facts  which  were 
uncovered,  the  Wilbur  committee  made 
recommendations,  just  as  the  Hoover 
Commission  has  done  with  respect  to 
Government  reorganization.  Their  rec¬ 
ommendations  were  not  radical;  they 
merely  urged  the  widespread  adoption  by 
doctors  of  the  system  of  group  medical 
practice,  and  the  extension  of  voluntary 
health  insurance  schemes  on  as  wide  a 
scale  as  possible. 

But  what  was  the  answer  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Medical  Association?  Why,  of 
course,  everyone  knows  what  it  was. 
The  AMA  Journal  smothered  Dr.  Wilbur 
and  his  committee  under  an  avalanche 
of  invective.  It  called  the  report  “so¬ 
cialism,  communism — inciting  to  revolu¬ 
tion.” 

Then  the  AMA  turned  with  a  ven¬ 
geance  to  save  the  country  from  Dr.  Wil¬ 
bur’s  communistic  schemes.  Then,  as 
now,  they  were  careful  not  to  direct  their 
fire  at  the  President  who  had  set  those 
schemes  in  motion.  Instead,  they  sniped 
at  the  committee  he  appointed.  They 
lobbied  legislation  through  many  of  the 
State  legislatures,  prohibiting  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  any  voluntary  prepayment 
plans  for  medical  care  that  were  not  con¬ 
trolled  completely  by  the  local  medical 
societies.  They  bluffed  and  bullied  legis¬ 
lation  onto  the  statute  books  in  many 
States  by  which  only  members  in  good 
standing  with  the  medical  societies  could 
obtain  licenses  to  practice  medicine,  and 
then  they  sought  to  bar  from  member¬ 
ship  anyone  who  dared  to  participate  in 
any  plan  for  group  practice.  They  were 
finally  thwarted  in  this  only  after  crimi¬ 
nal  prosecution  and  conviction  in  the 
Federal  courts,  a  conviction  which  was 
upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States. 

This  is  the  self-same  opposition,  Mr. 
President,  and  the  only  opposition  of  any 
substance,  which  we  face  today  in  at¬ 
tempting  to  carry  out  the  first  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  President  to  effectuate  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations. 
It  is  just  as  unreasoning,  just  as  emo¬ 
tional,  just  as  hysterical,  just  as  arro¬ 
gant,  and  just  as  scornful  of  the  public 
interest  as  it  was  17  years  ago.  It  is  even 
worse  in  this  case,  because  their  interest 
is  not  affected  by  this  plan  in  any  way. 

Mr.  President,  only  11  days  ago  it  was 
the  firm  expectation,  of  most  Americans 
that  formal  establishment  of  a  Federal 
Department  of  Welfare  would  soon  be 
accomplished.  There  seemed  to  be  al¬ 
most  no  opposition  to  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1. 

To  be  sure,  the  American  Medical  As¬ 
sociation  put  itself  on  record  before  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Departments  as  favoring  a  sepa¬ 
rate  Department  of  Health  with  a  doc¬ 
tor  at  the  head  of  it.  But  this  view  ap¬ 
peared  to  be  tempered  with  reason.  This 
seemed  strange  to  those  of  us  who  know 
the  AMA,  since  its  record  on  issues  af¬ 
fecting  the  public  welfare  has  been  al¬ 
most  unswervingly  irrational.  Never¬ 
theless,  Dr.  James  Raglan  Miller,  chair¬ 
man  of  the  executive  committee  of  the 


AMA’s  board  of  trustees  and  their  official 
spokesman  before  the  committee,  ap¬ 
peared  to  agree  that  a  separate  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health  would  be  impossible  at 
this  time.  Therefore,  he  said: 

At  this  time  we  urge  support  of  the  report 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  on  this  subject, 
which  recommends  an  independent  health 
agency  under  which  will  be  assembled  all 
activities  concerned  with  health  except  those 
of  the  armed  forces  and  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration. 

He  was  clearly  misinformed  about  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendation,  of 
course,  since  it  calls  for  a  United  Medical 
Administration  which  would  include  pri¬ 
marily  the  armed  forces  and  Veterans’ 
Administration  hospitals,  and  in  which 
the  Public  Health  Service  would  be  a 
subsidiary  unit.  However,  this  seemed 
to  be  unimportant  for  several  reasons. 

First,  a  bill  to  establish  the  United 
Medical  Administration  in  line  with  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations 
already  had  been  introduced  by  the  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Utah  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare.  It  was  to  be  expected  that  those 
who  favored  that  plan  would  seek  to 
testify  before  that  committee,  and  to  pro¬ 
pose  any  changes  they  might  wish  to 
make  in  it.  It  was  to  be  expected  that 
the  opponents  would  appear  also  and 
make  their  objections  known,  and  that 
all  concerned  would  try  to  work  out  in 
the  proper,  orderly  way  an  acceptable 
program.  I  do  not  know  whether  that 
would  be  a  Department  of  Health,  an  in¬ 
dependent  health  agency  based  upon  the 
Public  Health  Service,  a  hospital  holding 
company  as  recommended  by  the  Hoover 
Commission,  or  whether  the  Public 
Health  Service  would  be  left  where  it  is. 
But  the  place  to  work  that  out  obviously 
is  in  the  committee  that  has  the  bill. 
That  was  one  reason  why  there  seemed 
to  be  no  difficulty  with  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1. 

The  second  reason,  Mr.  President — and 
I  want  to  emphasize  this,  because  I  doubt 
that  many  Senators  are  aware  of  it — 
the  second  reason  is  that  the  official 
spokesman  for  the  American  Medical  As¬ 
sociation,  in  his  testimony  before  the 
committee,  endorsed  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  of  1949. 

Does  that  surprise  Senators?  It  sur¬ 
prised  me  at  the  time,  because  I  have  had 
a  great  deal  of  experience  with  the  AMA, 
and  this  was  the  first  time  I  had  known 
an  official  spokesman  of  theirs  to  speak 
reasonably  and  rationally  on  any  issue 
affecting  the  public  interest.  But  I  took 
the  gentleman  at  his  word. 

I  do  not  say  that  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  was  the  first  choice  of  the  American 
Medical  Association.  I  do  not  say  it  was 
their  second  choice.  But  it  was  their 
third  choice,  and  their  official  spokesman, 
Dr.  Miller,  said  so  in  so  many  words. 

In  view  of  all  that  has  transpired  since 
then,  I  know  this  seems  incredible. 
Therefore,  let  me  quote  directly  from  Dr. 
Miller’s  testimony  before  the  Committee 
on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  De¬ 
partments,  on  July  22,  1949,  one  month 
ago.  Remember,  Dr.  Miller  was  the  offi¬ 
cial  spokesman  of  the  American  Medical 
Association,  chosen  specifically  by  the 
board  of  trustees  to  represent  the  AMA 
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at  these  hearings.  Here  is  what  he  said, 
in  summarizing  the  AMA’s  position: 

We  are  still  firm  in  our  belief  that  ulti¬ 
mately  a  Department  of  Health  is  a  vital 
necessity  for  the  Government.  Whatever 
steps  are  taken,  we  should  like  to  feel  are 
steps  which  will  not  hinder  the  ultimate 
development  of  a  Department  of  Health  with 
Cabinet  standing. 

The  second  choice,  in  our  estimation — ■ 

I  am  still  quoting  directly  from  the 
AMA’s  official  testimony — 

The  second  choice,  in  our  estimation, 
would  be  along  the  lines  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  report:  an  independent  agency 
grouping  together  the  principal  medical 
services  of  the  Government,  not  including  a 
few  specified  in  that  report. 

Failing  that — 

And  I  hope  Senators  will  note  this 
carefully — 

Failing  that — 

The  official  spokesman  of  the  American 
Medical  Association  told  the  committee: 

The  reorganization  plan  which  is  being  pre¬ 
sented  here  we  should  like  to  see  accepted, 
if  it  is  done  with  the  understanding  that  ul¬ 
timately  it  may  be  much  preferable  to  have 
the  health  services  of  the  Government  uni¬ 
fied  in  a  separate  Cabinet  department. 

Just  a  moment  or  two  later,  the  able 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]  asked 
Dr.  Miller  the  direct  question: 

Assuming  that  Congress  does  not  favor  the 
creation  of  a  Department  of  Health;  you 
would  then  favor  this  plan  No.  1? 

And  Dr.  Miller,  the  official  spokesman 
for  the  American  Medical  Association, 
answered : 

I  would  say  we  would  go  along  with  it  and 
do  the  best  we  can. 

So  it  will  be  seen,  Mr.  President,  there 
was  no  reason  to  believe  that  there  would 
develop  any  substantial  opposition  to  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1.  True,  several 
other  witnesses,  representing  various  seg¬ 
ments  of  organized  medicine,  repeated  all 
the  half-truths  and  hysterical  bromides 
with  which  the  AMA  has  been  flooding 
the  country  for  years.  But  the  AMA  it¬ 
self  told  the  committee  that  it  was  willing 
to  accept  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  and 
go  along  with  it,  merely  reserving  the 
right  to  keep  on  plugging  for  a  separate 
Department  of  Health. 

This  attitude,  together  with  the  sup¬ 
porting  testimony  by  Mr.  Hoover,  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and 
spokesmen  of  organizations  representing 
all  three  of  the  great  fields  of  education, 
public  health,  and  social  work,  all  made 
it  seem  impossible  that  we  should  have  a 
report  unfavorable  to  the  plan  from  the 
committee  which  heard  this  testimony. 
This  feeling,  I  am  sure,  was  shared  by  the 
public,  and  it  was  shared  by  a  great  many 
doctors. 

But  this  feeling  of  assurance,  Mr. 
President,  had  left  out  of  account  some¬ 
thing  new  that  has  been  added  to  the 
American  Medical  Association — some¬ 
thing  called  Whitaker  &  Baxter. 

As  the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota 
has  pointed  out,  all  the  big  guns  against 
this  plan  were  kept  carefully  muzzled 
until  the  very  last  day  of  the  hearings. 
It  may  have  been  only  coincidence,  but  if 
it  was  a  plan  it  was  carefully  laid  and 
well  executed.  It  would  do  credit  to 
Machiavelli. 
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Suddenly,  at  the  very  close  of  the 
hearings,  the  AMA  changed  its  signals. 

V  pinch-hitter  was  sent  in.  Dr.  Francis 

Eorzell,  speaker  of  the  House  of  Dele¬ 
gates,  the  so-called  democratic  govern¬ 
ing  body  of  the  American  Medical  Asso¬ 
ciation.  The  cloak  of  Dr.  Miller’s  calm 
reasonableness  was  cast  aside.  Dr.  Bor- 
zell  made  it  crystal  clear  that  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Medical  Association  had  no  inten¬ 
sion  of  standing  behind  Dr.  Miller’s  testi¬ 
mony.  He  made  it  clear  that  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Medical  Association  was  willing  and 
ready  to  smash  any  plan  for  reorganiza¬ 
tion  if,  by  any  remote  stretch  of  a  pub¬ 
licity  man’s  twisted  imagination,  they 
might  do  some  incidental  harm  to  the 
President’s  health  program.  If,  by  de¬ 
feating  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  they 
could  embarrass  the  President  and  Oscar 
Ewing  because  of  their  advocacy  of  na¬ 
tional  health  insurance,  they  were  out 
to  do  it. 

A  governmental  need?  More  economi¬ 
cal  operation?  More  effective  and  effi¬ 
cient  service  to  the  people?  While  these 
are  consummations  as  devoutly  to  be 
wished  by  the  average  doctor  as  by  any 
other  public-spirited  citizen,  they  have 
never  meant  very  much  to  the  hierarchy 
of  the  AMA,  and  they  mean  nothing 
whatever  to  the  chromiumplated  pub¬ 
licity  firm  of  Whitaker  &  Baxter.  This 
is  the  team  which  the  rulers  of  the  AMA 
hired  at  a  fancy  figure  to  be  their  minis¬ 
try  of  propaganda  and  public  enlighten¬ 
ment.  They  are  now  in  command  of 
the  biggest,  most  powerful,  and  most 
unscrupulous  lobby  in  America,  the 
$3,500,000  lobby  which  the  AMA  set  up 
to  tell  the  doctors,  on  the  one  hand, 
what  they  are  to  give,  and  to  tell  the 
American  people  on  the  other  what  they 
are  to  get. 

In  the  long  run,  I  sincerely  believe 
that  the  American  Medical  Association 
is  digging  its  own  grave,  and  that  in  the 
end  every  doctor  in  America  will  regret 
the  blindness  and  arrogance  their  lead¬ 
ers  are  demonstrating  today.  But  this 
is  of  no  concern  to  Whitaker  &  Baxter. 
They  never  miss  a  trick  to  keep  the' iron 
hot,  to  justify  and  perpetuate  their  six- 
figure  income.  They  have  a  good  thing. 

For  their  purpose,  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1-  looked  like  an  ideal  target. 
As  every  fuhrer  knows,  you  must  always 
have  a  target  if  you  are  to  keep  the  boys 
in  line,  keep  them  hating,  and  keep  them 
giving.  What  difference  does  it  make 
that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  has  no 
more  to  do  with  health  insurance  than 
with  Barnum  &  Bailey’s  circus?  Oscar 
Ewing  is  involved  in  it,  and  he  is  for 
health  insurance.  Ask  no  more  ques¬ 
tions;  that  is  enough. 

Thus,  a  legitimate,  well-planned,  and 
sorely-needed  overhaul  of  governmental 
machinery  is  made  the  target  of  hate, 
misrepresentation,  distortion,  half-truth, 
and  downright  falsehood;  and  the  in¬ 
tentions  of  men  of  good  will  are  turned 
into  a  campaign  of  personal  vengeance 
directed  at  one  man.  • 

This  is  the  only  logical  explanation, 
Mr.  President,  for  the  curious  chain  of 
events  which  confronts  us.  First,  the 
official  spokesman  for  the  AMA  allays 
the  doubts  and  fears  of  those  broadly 
representative  groups  which  support  a 


Department  of  Welfare,  by  mild  and 
temperate  testimony  in  which  he  en¬ 
dorses  the  proposal  as  the  AMA’s  third 
choice.  Most  supporting  groups,  there¬ 
fore,  merely  file  statements  or  letters 
with  the  committee.  They  do  not  testify. 
Not  one  important  witness  testified 
against  the  plan,  except  for  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft],  who,  on  the  next 
to  the  last  day  of  the  hearings,  opposes 
it  and  expresses  the  belief,  which  he  has 
always  held,  that  there  is  no  substantive 
relationship  between  the  functions  of 
health,  education,  and  security. 

Let  me  make  it  clear  that  I  do  not 
believe  for  a  moment  that  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  was  involved  in  any  way  in 
the  American  Medical  Association's  lob¬ 
by  strategy.  Nor  do  I  believe  that  the 
other  sponsors  of  Senate  Resolution  147 
were  involved  in  it.  They  have  their  own 
reasons  for  opposing  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1.  I  disagree  with  them,  but 
I  respect  them,  and  I  do  not  in  any  way 
"  question  their  motives. 

But  I  do  question  the  motives  of 
Whitaker  &  Baxter,  and  of  the  AMA. 
Up  to  the  very  last  day  of  the  hearings, 
Mi*.  President,  all  was  quiet  on  the  re¬ 
organization  front.  Then  suddenly,  on 
Friday  morning,  July  29,  the  final  day 
of  the  hearings  and  too  late  for  sup¬ 
porters  of  plan  No.  1  to  counter  effec¬ 
tively,  Whitaker  and  Baxter  fired  all 
their  guns.  A  flash  flood  of  telegrams 
poured  down  upon  the  committee,  its 
members,  and  upon  other  selected  Sena¬ 
tors  who,  it  was  thought,  might  be  influ¬ 
ential  with  the  committee.  These  tele¬ 
grams  were  as  much  alike  as  the  propa¬ 
ganda  posters  placed  by  Whitaker  & 
Baxter  in  the  doctors’  offices,  telling  us 
to  "keep  politics  out  of  this  picture.” 

On  the  same  day  Dr.  Borzell  testified. 
On  the  same  day  Dr.  Robert  E.  S.  Young, 
president  of  the  Association  of  American 
Physicians  and  Surgeons,  inserted  in  the 
record  of  the  hearings  a  supplementary 
statement  supercharged  with  falsehood, 
misrepresentation,  innuendo,  and  half 
truth,  all  calculated  to  leave  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  Oscar  Ewing  was  out  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  dictatorship  in  America  through 
the  medium  of  the  Department  of  Wel- 
’  fare  proposed  in  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1.  The  Association  of  Physicians 
and  Surgeons  is  not  a  professional  or¬ 
ganization  devoted  to  the  science  and 
practice  of  medicine,  as  its  name  might 
indicate.  It  is  purely  and  simply  a 
propaganda  arm  of  the  American  Medi¬ 
cal  Association  which  was  set  up  recently 
as  the  successor  to  the  National  Physi¬ 
cians  Committee  after  that  organization 
had  been  thoroughly  discredited  because 
of  a  blatantly  anti-Catholic,  anti-Semitic 
letter  appealing  for  support. 

Since  then  this  campaign  has  con¬ 
tinued  unabated,  supported  by  all  the 
power  of  the  richest  lobby  on  record,  a 
lobby  which  has  spent  $508,000,  by  its 
own  admission,  in  the  last  6  months 
alone.  Tomorrow  this  flood  will  recede 
as  swiftly  as  it  rose;  Whitaker  and  Bax¬ 
ter  will  turn  the  faucet  off. 

That  is  the  real  story,  Mr.  President, 
of  this  attempted  coup  de  grace  upon 
the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  hard  to  believe  that  any  minority, 
any  privately  organized  group  of  Amer¬ 


ican  citizens,  would  look  upon  the  struc¬ 
ture  of  their  own  Government  so  cyni¬ 
cally,  would  take  the  working  of  that 
government  so  lightly  that  they  would 
seek  deliberately  to  knock  out  an  essen¬ 
tial  cog  of  the  machinery  in  order  to 
wreak  their  petty  vengeance  upon  one 
man.  It  is  even  harder  to  believe  that 
any  group  would  be  presumptuous 
enough  to  undertake  such  a  task,  or 
powerful  enough  to  feel  justified  in  giv¬ 
ing  it  a  serious  thought.  But  this  is 
not  an  ordinary  lobby.  In  size  it  is  un¬ 
precedented.  In  financial  resources  it 
is  unmatched.  In  arrogance  and  plain, 
unadulterated  gall  it  appears  to  be  limit¬ 
less.  Let  me  give  a  few  illustrations  of 
how  it  wTorks. 

When  the  American  Medical  Asso¬ 
ciation  lobby  saw  that  the  popular  de¬ 
mand  for  a  national -health  program 
was  spreading  through  the  country,  it 
decided  that  the  time  had  come  to  stop 
it  by  any  means.  There  was  no  thought, 
of  course,  of  meeting  the  demand,  but 
only  of  squelching  it.  Therefore,  the 
lobby  levied  an  assessment  of  $25  on 
each  of  the  145,000  doctors  who  make 
up  the  membership  of  the  AMA’s  com- 
pomnt  medical  societies. 

Not  all  the  doctors  contributed.  The 
latest  published  statistics  show  that  only 
$2,030,000  of  the  intended  $3,500,000  has 
thus  far  been  collected.  But  the  AMA  is 
not  worried.  The  others  will  come 
through.  There  are  ways  to  convince 
them  that  they  should,  for  their  own 
self-interest.  Meanwhile,  there  are 
plenty  of  other  sources.  A  great  deal 
has  already  been  contributed  in  the 
form  of  services  and  materials  from  such 
organizations  as  the  United  States 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  National 
Association  of  Manufacturers,  and  their 
respective  satellites.  These  contribu¬ 
tions  are  not  gifts.  They  are  a  form  of 
exchange,  for  the  AMA  has  given  equiva¬ 
lent  value  in  return,  through  its  oppo¬ 
sition  to  social  security,  to  minimum 
wages,  and  to  much  other  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  which  the  NAM  and  the  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Commerce  oppose. 

Whitaker  &  Baxter  have  also  let  it 
be  known  that  they  are  going  to  take  on 
the  whole  administration  in  league  with 
all  its  other  enemies,  and  already  have 
circularized  the  doctors  in  some  key 
areas  to  contribute  to  and  otherwise 
support  administration  opponents  in 
coming  elections.  Yet  the  AMA’s  lobby 
fund  is  tax-exempt,  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  educational. 

But  this  is  not  all.  The  AMA  sees  no 
reason  why  its  own  cash  outlays  should 
be  limited  to  $3,500,000.  In  fact,  a  reso¬ 
lution  was  drawn  up  at  the  AMA  con¬ 
vention  this  summer  in  Atlantic  City 
which  calls  for  the  payment,  beginning 
in  1950,  of  regular  annual  dues  to  the 
parent  organization  of  the  AMA  through 
its  State  and  county  societies,  these  funds 
to  be  earmarked  for  the  lobby.  So  any 
doctor  who,  having  paid  in  his  $25  tribute, 
thinks  he  is  finished  with  this  business, 
should  now  be  disillusioned.  If  not,  he 
may  be  in  for  a  rude  shock  later. 

All  of  this  money  is  for  propaganda. 
The  intention,  which  is  now  being  carried 
out,  was  to  plaster  the  Nation  with  post¬ 
ers,  billboards,  broadsides,  pamphlets; 
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to  din  into  our  ears  by  radio,  and  to  use 
all  the  other  techniques  by  which  tooth¬ 
paste  and  body  deodorants  are  sold,  In 
order  to  scare  the  living  daylights  out  of 
the  American  people  by  painting  “red” 
anybody  who  dares  to  suggest  that  some¬ 
thing  ought  to  be  done  to  make  decent 
medical  care  available  to  them. 

There  are  many,  many  doctors  in 
America  who  do  not  like  the  manners  of 
this  lobby,  who  resent  the  demeanment 
of  their  profession  in  the  hands  of  po¬ 
litical  hucksters.  There  are  doctors  who 
resent  being  told,  that  they  must  give 
themselves  over  to  the  high  art  of  selling 
insurance  and  open  their  offices  to  the 
uses  of  propaganda,  handing  out  throw¬ 
aways  in  the  manner  of  quacks  in  a 
medicine  show.  Theer  are  doctors  who 
believe  an  evil  thing  is  being  done  to  their 
profession  when  it  is  induced  to  abandon 
ethical  standards  that  have  stood  for 
generations,  until  the  day  when  the  soap- 
sellers  and  the  press  agents  were  invited 
to  take  over. 

But  these  doctors  had  no  vote  on  the 
question  when  the  American  Medical  As¬ 
sociation  decided  to  put  its  fate,  and  their 
money,  in  the  hands  of  the  publicity  firm 
of  Whitaker  &  Baxter.  That  was  a  de¬ 
cision  of  the  ruling  power  in  the  AMA, 
a  small  minority  comprised  mainly  of 
specialists  reporting  salaries  above  $50,- 
000  a  year,  and  including  a  mere  handful 
of  busy  general  practitioners  and  not  one 
struggling  young  physician. 

The  minority  is  the  “old  guard”  of 
medicine,  and  the  structure  of  the  AMA 
is  such  that  they  have  been  able  to  en¬ 
trench  themselves  with  tremendous  and 
disproportionate  powers.  The  decisions 
of  organized  medicine  are  their  de¬ 
cisions;  the  voice  of  organized  medicine 
is  their  voice.  The  thousands  of  hard¬ 
working  country  doctors  and  progressive 
young  physicians  in  the  cities  must  ac¬ 
cept  those  decisions  quietly.  They  have 
no  effective  choice. 

Thus,  when  Whittaker  &  Baxter  reg¬ 
istered  themselves  as  lobbyists  in  Wash¬ 
ington  at  $9,000  a  month,  the  rank  and 
file  of  the  medical  profession  could  only 
be  nauseated  in  silence.  When  Whitaker 
&  Baxter  revealed  the  paid  advertising 
techniques  by  which  they  hoped  to  bribe 
the  Nation’s  press  into  editorial  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  national  health  program, 
the  men  whose  money  was  to  pay  the 
bribe  could  only  dig  down,  fearful  of  the 
many  reprisals  that  could  be  brought 
against  them  by  their  local  medical 
societies. 

Let  me  give  you  just  one  example,  Mr. 
President,  which  I  believe  will  come  as 
something  of  a  shock  to  many  Senators, 
as  it  did  even  to  me — and  I  am  used  to 
this  kind  of  thing.  It  will  not  be  a 
surprise  to  my  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  for  it 
occurred  in  his  State.  Last  May,  the 
Minnesota  State  Medical  Association 
met  in  annual  convention.  At  that  meet¬ 
ing  the  house  of  delegates  passed  a 
resolution  which  amounted  to  an  open 
bribe  to  the  press  of  the  State,  and  was, 
in  fact,  an  abandonment  of  ethical 
standards  which  the  medical  profession 
has  held  sacred  for  more  than  100  years. 
The  resolution  explained  that  whereas 
the  press  resented  having  to  bear  the 


burden  of  indirect  publicity  for  the  doc¬ 
tors’  campaign  against  the  national 
health  program  without  remuneration, 
doctors  in  Minnesota  henceforth  would 
be  allowed  to  insert  professional  cards 
as  paid  advertising  in  local  newspapers. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  sure  that  we  all 
know  what  this  means.  I  am  sure  that 
all  my  colleagues  appreciate  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  time-honored  prohibition  of 
doctors’  advertisements,  as  a  means  of 
keeping  quacks  and  commercialism  out 
of  the  practice  of  medicine,  and  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  public  against  the  blandish¬ 
ments  and  false  claims  of  fakers.  Yet, 
so  intense  has  been  the  pressure  on  the 
doctors  from  their  lobby  headquarters 
that  they  willingly  sacrificed  the  very 
ethics  of  their  own  profession  in  order  to 
maintain  the  flow  of  free  publicity  in 
the  columns  of  the  press.  The  possibility 
that  the  press  might  not  respond,  ap¬ 
parently  was  not  even  considered.  For 
the  good  of  America,  I  hope  the  honest 
newspaper  publishers  of  the  Nation  will 
reject  this  bribe  and  will  condemn  it  for 
the  despicable  action  which  it  is.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  they  have  not  been  quick  to 
do  so. 

Another  example,  Mr.  President,  was 
the  offer  by  the  AMA,  about  a  year  ago, 
of  a  substantial  cash  prize  to  the  car¬ 
toonist  who  would  submit  what  the  AMA 
considered  to  be  the  best  cartoon  against 
national  health  insurance.  Entries  were 
limited  to  cartoons  actually  published  in 
the  newspapers  for  which  the  cartoonist 
worked.  On  this  occasion  the  press  re¬ 
sponded  quickly.  This,  was  a  bribe,  not 
of  the  press  itself,  but  of  the  cartoonists; 
and  Editor  &  Publisher,  the  trade  journal 
of  the  press,  promptly  rebuked  the  AMA. 
The  contest  fizzled  out,  as  a  result. 

These  incredible  violations  of  profes¬ 
sional  integrity  are  countenanced  be¬ 
cause  the  ethics  of  medicine  have  been 
placed  at  the  disposal  of  hucksters.  I 
grant  that  the  publicity  firm  which  now 
determines  the  public  policies  of  Amer¬ 
ican  medicine  is  zealous  enough.  Within 
its  own  profession  of  propaganda  and 
lobbying,  I  think  it  has  earned  the  hon¬ 
orary  degree  of  D.  P. — Doctor  of  Propa¬ 
ganda.  But  of  the  medical  profession,  of 
its  high  ideals,  of  its  very  reason  for 
being,  it  seems  not  to  have  gained  the 
slightest  conception. 

What  I  have  sought  to  give  you,  Mr. 
President,  is  a  little  character  testimony 
on  the  principal  witness  against  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1.  I  know  the  wit¬ 
ness  intimately.  The  American  Medical 
Association  was  my  chief  opponents  in 
the  election  last  fall.  |  know  their 
methods.  I  also  know  that  they  have  very 
little  influence  at  the  ballot  box;  in  fact, 
their  opposition  got  me  so  many  votes 
that  I  won  last  fall  by  the  largest  ma¬ 
jority  I  ever  received.  The  people  of 
this  country  simply  will  not  tolerate  such 
arrogance,  and  I  am  confident  that  the 
Senate  will  not  tolerate  it,  either. 

One  other  point;  In  a  recent  hearing 
on  this  question,  Mr.  Ewing  was  accused 
of  perpetrating  an  insult  for  even  sug¬ 
gesting  that  an  attempt  was  being  made 
by  the  American  Medical  Association’s 
lobby  to  influence  a  Senate  decision.  Mr. 
President,  while  all  of  us  know  the  fool¬ 
hardiness  of  any  person  or  any  group 


who  makes  such  an  attempt,  it  appears 
that  not  all  of  us  know  the  overweaning 
arrogance  of  the  organization  Mr.  Ewing 
had  in  mind. 

I  say  that  such  an  attempt  has  been 
made  on  this  body,  and  is  still  being 
made.  I  say  that  Mr.  Ewing’s  hope  that 
the  United  States  Senate  would  prove 
impervious  to  the  raw  pressure  of  that 
lobby  was  a  hope  wisely  harbored. 

More  important,  however,  than  the 
character  and  aims  of  the  American 
Medical  Association’s  lobby;  more  im¬ 
portant  than  the  opinion  polls  showing 
popular  sentiment  running  2  to  1  for  a 
Department  of  Welfare;  more  important, 
even,  than  the  issue  of  Government  re¬ 
organization,  is  the  question:  What  price 
America?  How  much  money  does  it  take 
to  enable  any  one  special  interest  to  dic¬ 
tate  the  administrative  form  of  a  United 
States  Government  department? 

To  organized  medicine,  I  say  that  all 
the  money  in  the  world,  all  the  political 
influence  it  might  exert  if  every  one  of 
the  Nation’s  180,000  doctors  were  solidly 
behind  it,  would  not  be  enough  for  that. 

If  this  richest  and  most  powerful  lobby 
in  America  is  able  to  dictate  what  we 
shall  do  in  fashioning  one  sector  of  our 
Government,  where  will  its  power  stop? 
If  it  is  permitted  to  tell  the  American 
people  that  they  cannot  have  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare,  why  should  it  not  be 
able  to  abolish  the  Antitrust  Division 
of  the  Department  of  Justice,  as  some  of 
its  recent  allies  would  like  very  much  to 
do? 

The  decision  we  face,  when  this  issue 
is  brought  to  a  vote,  is  not  whether  to 
affirm  the  wisdom  of  placing  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare  within  the  ranks  of 
other  departments  of  our  Government. 
That  wisdom  has  been  affirmed  and  re¬ 
affirmed.  We  are  asked  to  decide,  rather, 
whether  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  can  be  purchased. 

Whence,  Mr.  President,  does  the 
insult  come? 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  speak  very  briefly  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  extent  to  which  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  follows  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations.  I  find  that 
it  differs  in  a  number  of  particulars  and 
to  a  large  extent. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Department  of 
Welfare  under  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
1  omits  one  of  the  bureaus  which  were 
assigned  to  it  by  the  Hoover  Commission 
report.  That  is  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs.  Furthermore,  the  Food  and 
Drug  Administration,  which,  under  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1,  is  left  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare,  is  by  the  Hoover 
Commission  report  assigned  to  the  De¬ 
partment.  of  Agriculture.  Furthermore, 
the  proposed  legislation  calls  for  the  re¬ 
tention  in  the  Department  of  Welfare 
of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Compen¬ 
sation,  which  by  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendations  was  assigned  to  the 
Department  of  Labor.  Plan  No.  1  also 
calls  for  the  retention  of  the  Employees’ 
Compensation  Appeals  Board  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare,  and  that  agency 
likewise  was  assigned  by  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  Plan  No.  1  also  calls 
for  the  retention  in  the  Department  of 


1949 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


11761 


Welfare  of  the  Division  of  Industrial  Hy¬ 
giene,  which  likewise  was  by  the  Hoover 
Commission  report  assigned  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

Mr.  President,  I  can  see  no  reasons  why 
the  Department  of  Welfare  should  have 
all  those  agencies  carried  over  bodily  into 
it,  when  some  of  the  agencies  could  have 
been  left  in  the  appropriate  places  in  - 
which  the  Hoover  Commission  report 
placed  them. 

I  believe  there  is  something  also  to  be 
considered  in  connection  with  the  item 
which  has  had  the  most  discussion  on 
the  floor  up  until  now.  That  is  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  the  Public  Health  Service.  The 
point  was  made  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Minnesota  that  there  was  no  place 
in  which  to  put  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  that  the  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion  had  not  yet  been  created,  so  that, 
with  no  place  to  go,  it  should  be  placed 
under  the  proposed  Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare.  It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  President, 
there  would  be  more  strength  to  the  ar¬ 
gument  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  the 
proposed  reorganization  plan  does  set  up 
a  completely  new  department  with  Cab¬ 
inet  status  in  the  form  of  a  Department 
of  Welfare.  It,  for  the  first  time  in  the 
history  of  the  Government,  establishes 
by  administrative  action  a  new  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Government,  with  its  head  a 
member  of  the  President’s  Cabinet.  If 
the  reorganization  plan  can  accomplish 
such  a  radical  and  hitherto  unknown 
step  as  this,  it  seems  to  me  it  might  well 
have  set  up  at  the  same  time  the  pro¬ 
posed  United  Medical  Administration,  so 
thdt  the  Public  Health  Service  would 
have  a  place  to  go,  to  which  place  the 
Hoover  Commission  report  assigned  it. 

That  leads  me  in  conclusion  to  raise 
a  question,  which  I  do  not  feel  I  have  the 
legal  knowledge  or  experience  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  answer.  It  is  the  question 
as  to  whether  it  is  legally  possible  to 
establish  by  administrative  action  a  new, 
full-fledged  department  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  having  Cabinet  rank.  I  raise  that 
question,  Mr.  President,  and  I  leave  the 
answer  to  others  more  skilled  in  the  law 
and  in  governmental  affairs. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Since  it 
is  necessary  that  time  be  kept  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  debate,  the  Chair  re¬ 
quests  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
to  state  how  much  time  he  expects  to 
use. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  expect  to  take  about 
10  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
is,  of  course,  no  limitation. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
first  session  of  the  Eightieth  Congress 
there  was  passed  by  unanimous  vote  in 
the  House  and  in  the  Senate,  Public  Law 
162,  which  created  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government.  Every  Member  of 
the  Senate  and  of  the  House,  Republican 
and  Democrat,  voted  for  it.  It  was 
signed  by  a  Democratic  President  and 
became  a  law.  Four  members  were  ap¬ 
pointed  to  the  Commission  by  the 
Speaker  of  the  House,  four  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate,  and  four  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States.  Of  the  12, 
6  were  Democrats,  6  were  Republicans. 


They  were  men  of  the  highest  caliber, 
as  I  think  is  generally  recognized.  They 
submitted  a  report,  which  is  the  report 
of  the  Commission  on  the  Organization 
of  the  Executive  Branch,  and  inasmuch 
as  I  was  the  Senate  author  of  the  bill 
which  created  the  Commission,  I  feel  I 
would  be  negligent  in  my  duty  if  I  did 
not  say  a  few  words  at  this  historic  mo¬ 
ment  when  we  are  confronting  the  first 
reorganization  order  to  come  before  us 
as  a  result  of  that  report. 

I  take  it  there  is  no  question  that 
former  President  Hoover,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of 
the  Executive  Branch,  is  in  favor  of  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1.  The  telegram 
which  was  read  into  the  Record  an  hour 
or  so  ago  makes  that  clear,  and  the 
testimony  in  the  official  record  makes  it 
clear.  The  fact  that  Mr.  Hoover  says 
he  regards  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  as 
a  first  step  cannot,  it  seems  to  me,  be 
twisted  into  an  argument  that  what  it 
proposes  should  not  be  done  because  it 
does  not  at  the  same  time  undertake  the 
second  step.  I  think  the  second  step 
should  be  taken;  I  can  even  agree  it 
would  be  preferable  if  the  first  and  sec¬ 
ond  steps  were  taken  together;  but  I 
cannot  agree  with  the  argument  that, 
because  the  second  step  is  not  under¬ 
taken  simultaneously,  we  therefore 
should  not  take  the  first  step.  If  the 
President  and  those  who  are  in  the  ma¬ 
jority  in  Congress  are  unwilling  to  take 
the  second  step,  then  the  country  will 
know  where  to  put  the  blame  for  the 
failure;  but  we  ourselves  should  not 
make  the  error  of  refusing  to  take  the 
first  step. 

The  more  one  reads  the  record,  the 
less  able  he  is  to  find  anything  in  it 
which  indicates  any  belief  on  the  part 
of  Mr.  Hoover  that  it  would  be  in  any  way 
impossible  to  remove  Federal  health  and 
medical  functions  from  a  department  of 
welfare  and  set  them  up  in  the  proposed 
United  Medical  Administration,  as  has 
been  claimed  here  by  those  who  are  op¬ 
posed  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.  I 
think  it  is  worthy  of  note  that  when  Mr. 
Hoover  speaks  on  this  subject  he  does 
not  merely  speak  for  himself;  he  speaks 
as  the  spokesman  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission.  He  speaks  as  the  spokesman 
of  a  commission  which  had  the  advice 
and  the  help  of  a  task  force,  so-called, 
on  medical  services,  which  included  some 
very  distinguished  and  prominent  names 
in  the  medical  field.  I  should  like  to 
read  the  names  of  the  members  of  the 
task  force  on  medical  services: 

MEDICAL  SERVICES 

Chairman:  Tracy  S.  Voorhees,  president, 
the  Lond  Island  College  Hospital,  and  spe¬ 
cial  assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Committee:  Dr.  O.  H.  P.  Pepper,  professor 
of  medicine,  University  of  Pennsylvania;  Dr. 
Hugh  Jackson  Morgan,  professor  of  medi¬ 
cine,  Vanderbilt  University;  Dr.  W.  C.  Men- 
ninger,  the  Menninger  Foundation,  Topeka, 
Kans.;  Dr.  Ray  Lyman  Wilbur,  Standard 
University;  Dr.  Frank  R.  Bradley,  director  of 
Barnes  Hospital,  St.  Louis,  Mo.;  Dr.  R.  C. 
Buerki,  director  of  hospitals,  University  of 
Pennsylvania;  Charles  Rowley,  former  trus¬ 
tee  of  Massachusetts  Investors  Trust;  Henry 
Isham,  president  of  the  board  of  trustees  of 
Passavant  Hospital;  Dr.  Paul  R.  Hawley,  for¬ 
mer  Chief  Medical  Director,  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration;  Dr.  Michael  DeBakey,  associ¬ 


ate  professor  of  surgery,  Tulane  University, 
New  Orleans,  La.;  Dr.  Allen  O.  Whipple;  clin¬ 
ical  director.  Memorial  Hospital,  New  York  . 
City;  Goldwaite  H.  Dorr,  of  Dorr,  Hammond, 
Hand  &  Dawson,  New  York  City,  former 
special  assistant  to  Secretary  of  War  Stim- 
son;  Edward  D.  Churchill,  M.  D.,  professor 
of  surgery,  Harvard  Medical  School,  Harvard 
University;  Alfred  Newton  Richards,  vice 
president  in  charge  of  medical  affairs,  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Pennsylvania. 

Secretary;  Read  Adm.  Joel  T.  Boone,  sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Medical  and  Hospital  Services  of 
the  armed  forces. 

That  is  the  membership  of  the  task 
force  on  medical  services  which  advised 
the  Hoover  Commission.  I  am  not  un¬ 
dertaking  to  say  they  are  in  favor  of 
every  word  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1, 
but  I  think  it  is  very  significant  that 
nothing  has  been  heard  from  any  of 
these  men  which  in  any  way  opposes  or 
seeks  to  prevent  the  going  into  effect  of 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

Mr.  President,  I  speak  with  the  utmost 
respect  for  those  who  are  opposed  to  the 
plan.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  say  frankly 
I  see  very  little  to  be  gained  by  the 
charges  of  lobbying  which  have  been 
made  in  the  course  of  this  debate.  I 
imagine  that  some  lobbying  is  being  done 
on  both  sides.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned, 

I  have  received  telegrams  and  letters  on 
both  sides.  But  I  get  telegrams  and  let¬ 
ters  on  both  sides  of  every  question.  No 
one  in  this  particular  dispute  has  in  any 
way  tried  to  put  any  improper  or  exces¬ 
sive  pressure  on  me.  I  believe  we  can 
make  greater  headway  if  we  agree  that 
persons  on  both  sides  of  this  issue  are 
acting  in  good  faith  and  that  they  are 
not  indulging  in  any  improper  tactics. 

From  reading  the  list  of  the  physicians 
who  were  on  the  medical  task  force  of 
the  Hoover  Commission,  it  will  be  seen 
that  very  eminent  physicians  are  on  both 
sides  of  the  question. 

I  should  like  to  read  a  few  excerpts 
from  the  testimony  regarding  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  1  in  order  to  substan¬ 
tiate  the  contention  which  I  make  that 
the  plan  is  entirely  in  accord  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission.  Here  is  former  President 
Hoover’s  statement  on  the  President’s 
reorganization  plan,  generally: 

I  might  say  generally  that  the  task  of 
reorganization  of  the  executive  branch 
proved  on  investigation  to  go  much  further 
than  can  be  carried  out  by  any  delegated 
authority  to  the  President,  and  that,  while 
I  entirely  agree  and  support  these  plans,  I 
do  want  to  emphasize  the  fact  that  if  we 
are  to  have  real  organization,  it  is  going  to 
be  necessary  in  practically  every  case  to  have 
definite  legislation  of  important  and  search¬ 
ing  order. 

That  question,  I  think,  underlines  the 
point  which  I  have  been  trying  to  make, 
that  Mr.  Hoover  favors  this  plan  and  he 
also  favors  definite  legislation.  No  one 
can  find  any  conflict  between  the  two. 
On  the  contrary,  one  is  supplementary 
and  complementary  to  the  other. 

Here  is  the  recommendation  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  on  United  Medical 
Services : 

The  task  force  on  medical  services  was 
instructed  to  base  its  original  report  on  the 
premise  that  “the  Commission  will  recom¬ 
mend  a  Cabinet  Department  embracing 
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health,  education,  and  security.”  However, 
in  view  of  the  size  of  the  medical  operations 
of  the  Federal  Government  and  the  extreme 
dissimilarities  among  the  activities  whiGh 
would  have  composed  such  a  department, 
the  task  force  was  later  requested  to  con¬ 
sider  the  advisability  of  placing  medical- 
service  functions  in  a  single  agency.  Its 
supplementary  report  very  strongly  favors 
a  separate  United  Medical  Administration. 

Here  is  a  further  statement  by  Mr. 
Hoover : 

In .  order  to  carry  out  the  Commission’s 
recommendations,  it  is  necessary  to  set  up 
a  United  Medical  Service  Administration  in 
the  Government  before  the  health  functions 
in  the  F’ederal  Security  Agency  can  be  trans¬ 
ferred.  The  creation  of  that  agency,  I  am 
advised,  will  require  specific  legislation  be¬ 
fore  the  President  could  transfer  agencies 
to  it. 

There  is  no  inconsistency  there.  He 
simply  says  that  we  must  establish  a 
United  Medical  Service  Administration 
before  we  can  transfer  functions.  There 
is  nothing  which  says  that  in  the  mean¬ 
time  we  should  not  transfer  these  func¬ 
tions  to  the  Department  of  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  until  the  United  Medical  Adminis¬ 
tration  is  established. 

In  response  to  a  question  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  as  follows: 

Does  Plan  No.  1  ignore  the  Commission’s 
recommendations? — 

Mr.  Hoover  said: 

I  do  not  think  the  President  has  ignored 
the  recommendations,  because  the  whole 
problem  of  reorganization  is  so  greatly  inter¬ 
locked. 

Later  on  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
[Mr.  McCarthy]  asked  this  question: 

Senator  McCarthy.  Do  I  understand,  then, 
that  your  thought  is  that  Plan  No.  1  is  defi¬ 
nitely  a  step  forward,  and  that  when  we  pass 
the  necessary  legislation  to  make  it  possible 
that  can  be  improved  to  the  extent  that  it 
will  conform  substantially  to  the  Hoover 
Commission’s  recommendations? 

Mr.  Hoover.  They  can  be  if  the  rest  of  the 
program  is  carried  out,  yes. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]  asked  this  question: 

Senator  Long.  Do  you  find  any  conflicts  in 
the  President’s  plans  as  submitted  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  that 
you  headed? 

Mr.  Hoover.  No;  there  are  no  substantial 
conflicts.  These  are  steps  in  the  same  direc¬ 
tion. 

Later  on  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long]  asked  this  question: 

Senator  Long.  What  I  had  in  mind,  for 
example,  is  the  difference  in  the  proposals 
here  on  the  organization  of  the  Department 
of  Welfare;  that  includes  various  agencies,  I 
believe,  that  you  had  not  recommended  be 
included  in  one  department.  I  understand, 
for  example,  you  had  not  recommended  that 
these  other  functions  be  included  with  the 
education  and  social-security  functions. 

Mr.  Hoover  said: 

Mr.  Hoover.  We  recommended  that  a  new 
agency,  for  instance,  be  set  up,  to  be  called 
the  United  Medical  Services,  that  would  em¬ 
brace  the  public  health  and  hospital  services 
of  the  country.  That,  I  am  advised,  could 
not  be  done  without  a  special  act  of  Con¬ 
gress.  Therefore,  it  is  no  criticism  of  the 
President’s  plan  to  point  out  that  those 
bureaus  cannot  be  transferred  at  the  present 
moment. 


In  the  Washington  Post  of  yesterday 
there  appeared  an  editorial,  a  few  brief 
statements  in  which  I  should  like  to  cite, 
and  which  I  think  illuminate  the  whole 
subject.  The  editorial  is  entitled  ‘‘Re¬ 
organization  Peril,”  and  it  says: 

Failure  to  approve  these  important  plans 
*  *  *  would  imperil  the  rest  of  the  reor¬ 

ganization  program.  ‘‘Every  special-interest 
group  concerned  with  the  operation  of  the 
Government” — 

The  editorial  quotes  the  President  as 
saying — 

“will  be  encouraged  to  try  to  block  further 
steps  toward  efficiency  and  economy.” 
***** 

Critics  fear  that  the  establishment  of  a 
department  of  welfare  would  result  in  intro¬ 
duction  of  compulsory  health  insurance,  and 
that  health  functions  would  be  assigned  to 
the  new  department  under  the  direction  of 
the  present  head  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency.  As  a  Cabinet  member,  it  is 
claimed — 

We  have  heard  it  claimed  today: — 

It  is  claimed  that  official  will  have  a  great 
deal  of  influence  over  decisions  as  to  the 
placement  of  health,  hospitalization,  and  re¬ 
lated  governmental  activities. 

***** 

If  the  Senate  were  to  act  on  the  basis  of 
such  fears,  the  rest  of  the  Hoover  program 
would  have  hard  sledding,  for  every  proposal 
for  strengthening  the  Government  organiza¬ 
tion  is  necessarily  based  on  the  assumption 
that  the  officeholders  who  are  responsible  for 
the  execution  of  the  reforms  are  trustworthy 
and  reasonably  competent.  If  Congress  turns 
down  reforms  that  experts  regard  as  essen¬ 
tial  simply  to  keep  officials  “in  their  place,” 
wasteful  and  obsolescent  organizational  pat¬ 
terns  cannot  be  discarded. 

The  editorial  says,  further,  that  these 
reorganization  plans — 
would  not  change  governmental  policies  with 
respect  to  employment  or  health  matters. 

Those  matters  await  legislative  action 
by  Congress. 

The  editorial  continues: 

It  is  absurd  *  *  *  to  jump  to  the  con¬ 

clusion  that  the  creation  of  a  department  of 
welfare  would  limit  the  freedom  of  Congress 
to  determine  national-health  policies. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  opposed  to  social¬ 
ized  medicine,  which  I  define  as  meaning 
a  system  which  results  in  lowering  the 
standards  of  medical  care,  in  lowering 
the  standards  of  medical  education,  in 
depriving  a  patient  of  the  choice  of  his 
doctor,  and  in  establishing  a  system 
whereby  every  “gold  bricker”  can  get 
space  in  a  hospital,  with  the  result  that 
a  really  sick  person  cannot  receive  care. 
If  that  is  what  is  meant  by  socialized 
medicine,  then  I  am  opposed  to  it. 

I  do  not  happen  to  know  Mr.  Ewing, 
and  I  certainly  hold  no  brief  for  him. 
What  I  read  about  him  leads  me  to  the 
conclusion  that  he  has  caused  a  great 
deal  of  justifiable  uneasiness  in  the 
minds  of  persons  who  are  leaders  in  the 
medical  professions,  many  of  whom  are 
not  unreasonable  and!  stiff-necked,  and 
who  are  willing  to  take  imaginative  and 
unselfish  measures  to  bring  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  into  a  helpful  relationship  with 
public  health.  But  it  occurs  to  me  that 
if  we  do  not  like  Mr.  Ewing,  we  have  a 
chance  to  express  our  approval  or  dis¬ 
approval  of  him  when  his  nomination 
comes  before  the  Senate  for  confirma¬ 


tion.  We  cannot  view  the  whole  ques¬ 
tion  of  Government  reorganization 
simply  on  the  basis  of  whether  we  like 
or  do  not  like  a  particular  official. 

I  think  the  Presiding  Officer  remem¬ 
bers  very  well  that  early  in  this  session, 
when  we  were  considering  a  general 
legislative  power  to  be  given  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  reorganize,  on  two  occasions  I 
objected  to  the  efforts  of  the  Army  engi¬ 
neers  to  use  pressure  to  exclude  them¬ 
selves  from  the  operations  of  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act.  Later,  during  the 
winter,  I  noted  in  the  newspapers  the 
attempts  of  some  interests  to  see  to  it 
that  certain  financial  activities  of  the 
Government,  the  FDIC  and  the  Federal 
Reserve,  I  believe,  should  be  exempted 
from  the  operations  of  the  law.  I  ob¬ 
jected  to  that,  because  I  think  that  if 
we  are  to  have  any  reorganization  at  all 
we  have  to  reorganize  everything,  and 
cannot  make  exceptions. 

Certainly  if,  as  the  author  of  the  bill 
creating  the  Hoover  Commission,  and 
as  one  who  had  objected  to  the  making 
of  exemptions  for  the  Army  engineers 
and  exemptions  for  the  FDIC  and  the 
Federal  Reserve,  I  were  now  to  yield  to 
the  fears  being  expressed  it  would  not 
only  put  me  in  an  inconsistent  position, 
which  is  not  very  serious  for  anyone  ex¬ 
cept  myself,  but  it  would  raise  a  very 
great  doubt  in  the  minds  of  citizens  all 
over  the  country  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  over-all  task  of  reorganizing  the 
Government  had  any  future  at  all. 

What  is  at  stake  here  today  is  really 
not  the  public  health  of  the  American 
people.  If  that  were  at  stake,  it  would 
be  an  utterly  vital  question,  and  we 
should  decide  it  entirely  on  its  own 
merits,  without  regard  to  anything  else. 
But  the  public  health  of  the  American 
people  is  not  at  stake  here  today.  What 
is  at  stage  is  the  fate  of  Government  re¬ 
organization.  Involved  in  the  fate  of 
Government  reorganization  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  whole  future  of  economical 
and  efficient  government  in  the  United 
States. 

We  cannot  repeat  too  often  that  the 
reason  for  the  downfall  of  popular  gov¬ 
ernment  ir  so  many  other  countries  of 
the  world  has  been  that  those  govern¬ 
ments  were  ineffective  and  inefficient  in 
meeting  the  issues  of  the  day,  and  in 
translating  into  effective  action  the  aims 
of  the  people.  If  our  free  system  is  to 
survive,  and  if  we  are  to  continue  to  have 
a  democratic  form  of  government,  the 
Government  has  to  be  made  economical, 
it  has  to  be  made  efficient.  With  the 
people  so  burdened  as  they  are  by  taxes, 
with  the  burdens  of  government  so  enor¬ 
mous  as  they  are,  we  simply  cannot  af¬ 
ford  to  go  on  carrying  a  lot  of  waste.  In 
these  times  of  crisis,  when  we  demand 
great  tasks  of  the  Government  and  great 
performance  by  the  Government,  we 
cannot  go  on  having  the  Government  or¬ 
ganized  in  a  way  which  is  not  efficient. 
That  is  what  is  at  stake  here  today. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  so  far  as  one 
Senator  is  concerned,  only  a  very  com¬ 
pelling  reason  would  persuade  me  to  vote 
against  this  first  reorganization  order, 
and,  with  all  due  respect  to  those  who 
are  opposed  to  it,  I  do  not  think  that  such 
a  compelling  reason  has  been  alleged. 
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Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  McCLSLLAN.  I  yield  20  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Missouri. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  is  recognized  for  20 
minutes. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  the 
plan  which  is  before  the  Senate  for  con¬ 
sideration  and  action  today  does  two 
things,  among  others.  One  of  them  is 
to  change  the  name  of  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  to  the  Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare.  The  second  is  to  constitute  that 
Department  an  executive  department. 
There  are  provisions  with  respect  to  who 
shall  appoint  the  head  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  what  his  salary  shall  be,  what  his 
functions  shall  be,  but  I  submit  that  the 
two  fundamental  things  which  are  done 
are  merely  to  change  the  name  to  the 
Department  of  Welfare,  and  to  consti¬ 
tute  it  an  executive  department. 

Are  there  any  differences  in  the  func¬ 
tions  which  are  to  be  performed  by  this 
executive  department  from  those  which 
are  now  performed  by  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency?  The  answer  is,  “No.” 
The  President  of  the  United  States,  in  his 
letter  of  transmittal  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  said: 

This  new  Department  will  perform  the 
functions  an  conduct  the  programs  now  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

The  Director  of  the  Budget,  referring 
to  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  said: 

No  functions  would  be  added  to  it  by  this 
particular  plan  and  no  functions  will  be 
subtracted  from  it. 

In  other  words,  as  Mr.  Pace  so  concisely 
said,  there  will  be  no  additional  func¬ 
tions,  nor  will  there  be  any  subtraction 
of  functions,  after  this  process  of  the 
creation  of  an  executive  department, 
which  is  a  Cabinet  position,  shall  have 
been  effected. 

Mr.  Ewing,  who  is  now  the  head  of  the 
Department,  said  in  his  testimony: 

No  new  activities  or  functions  are  added 
or  subtracted.  The  Department  of  Welfare 
will  simply  continue  to  carry  on  the  iden¬ 
tical  activities  now  being  conducted  by  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  except,  of  course, 
as  they  may  be  modified  by  Plan  No.  2  and 
other  plans  that  may  be  subsequently  sub¬ 
mitted  and  allowed  to  go  into  effect. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  before  us  for 
action  by  the  Senate,  as  I  see  it,  pri¬ 
marily  that  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  so  concisely  and  modestly  al¬ 
luded,  namely,  the  creation  of  a  Cabinet 
office.  I  wish  to  address  myself  very 
modestly,  too,  to  an  attempt  to  answer 
the  question  which  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  placed  before  the  Senate, 
namely,  as  to  the  legality  of  the  creation 
of  a  Cabinet  office  by  the  proposed  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  now  under  consideration. 

I  have  in  my  hand  what  I  may  term 
the  fundamental  act  underlying  this 
plan.  That  fundamental  act  is  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  of  1949.  After  setting 
forth  various  things  in  section  3,  it  says, 
“Whenever  the  President,  after  investi¬ 
gation,  finds  it  necessary  to  accomplish 
one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  section  2” 
of  the  act,  his  power  is  then  defined.  He 
has  no  power  created  by  this  act  except 
as  defined  in  section  3.  All  other  pro¬ 


visions  of  the  act  are  ancillary  to  that, 
and  his  power  with  respect  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  reorganization  plan  which  is  here 
sought  to  bi'ing  about  the  creation  of  a 
Cabinet  office  is  set  forth  in  these  simple 
words: 

He  shall  prepare  a  reorganization  plan  for 
the  making  of  the  reorganizations. 

Does  the  making  of  the  reorganiza¬ 
tions  include  the  creation  of  a  Cabinet 
office?  What  does  the  word  “reorgani¬ 
zation”  mean  as  defined  in  the  act  itself? 
Section  8  reads  as  follows: 

For  the  purposes  of  this  act  the  term  “re¬ 
organization”  means  any  transfer,  consoli¬ 
dation,  coordination,  authorization,  or  aboli¬ 
tion,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  section  8 
does  not  include  the  creation  of  any¬ 
thing.  It  does  not  include  the  creation 
of  an  executive  department. 

The  term  “reorganization,”  as  I  have 
indicated,  means  a  transfer.  Someone 
may  say,  “Well,  the  proposed  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  contemplates  and  provides  for 
a  transfer  from  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  to  a  new  Cabinet  department  of 
certain  functions,”  Yes,  Mr.  President, 
that  is  true,  but  before  the  transfer  can 
be  made  it  must  be  necessary  to  create 
the  transferee.  True,  by  the  proposed 
reorganization  anything  may  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
to  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  They  are  existing 
transferees.  But  before  a  valid  transfer 
can  be  made  to  a  new  Cabinet  depart¬ 
ment  there  must  first  be  created  that 
Cabinet  department.  I  submit  most 
earnestly  that  the  Reorganization  Act 
of  1949,  Public  Law  109,  does  not  give  to 
the  President  the  power  to  create  a  Cab¬ 
inet  position. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  rose. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
with  the  understanding  on  the  part  of 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that  I  have 
only  20  minutes  of  time  allotted  me,  and 
I  have  quite  a  considerable  amount  to 
cover. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  if  he  is  familiar  with  the 
committee  report? 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  am,  and  I  shall  dis¬ 
cuss  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  On  pages  7  and  8 
of  the  committee  report  it  is  noted  that 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1945  contained 
a  prohibition  against  new  executive  de¬ 
partments  being  created  under  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plan,  but  then  the  report 
went  on  to  say: 

At  least  one  agency — the  Federal  Security 
Agency — has  been  established  by  plan  which 
obviously  is  of  departmental  magnitude  and 
importance  and  should  have  been  designated 
as  an  executive  department.  No  good  pur¬ 
pose  has  been  served  by  the  old  prohibition. 

Is  it  not  then  true  that,  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  committee  as  set  forth  in  the 
committee  report,  and  from  an  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  legislative  history,  the  pro¬ 
hibition  against  the  creation  of  an  exec¬ 
utive  department  had  been  removed,  and 
that  an  open  invitation  was  literally  ex¬ 
tended  to  the  President  to  do  just  what 
has  been  done?  Is  not  the  legislative 


history  quite  clear  that  there  were  actual 
proposals  for  the  establishment  of  a  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare,  which  were  with¬ 
drawn  because  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949? 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  will  answer  the 
Senator  by  saying  that  I  had  fully  in¬ 
tended  to  discuss  that  point,  and  had 
marked  page  16,  which,  to  my  mind,  pre¬ 
sents  very  clearly  the  point  to  which  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
alludes.  I  want  the  Senate  to  hear  it. 
This  is  from  the  committee  report  filed 
April  7,  1949,  by  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Departments. 
It  says: 

The  committee  rejected  the  provision  con¬ 
tained  in  section  5  (1)  of  H.  R.  2361 — 

Which  was  the  bill  corresponding  to 
the  Senate  bill — 

prohibiting  the  creation  of  new  departments. 
This  was  in  line  with  the  above-outlined 
position  designed  to  place  no  restrictions  on 
the  President  in  the  submission  of  reorgani¬ 
zation  plans,  and  will — 

I  call  the  Senate’s  attention  to  this 
language — 

and  will  prevent  the  submission  of  reorgani¬ 
zation  plans  calling  for  the  establishment  of 
new  departments  with  Cabinet  rank. 

It  is  perfectly  clear  that  that  is  what 
was  said  in  the  report  of  the  committee. 
I  have  no  doubt  that  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  entirely  correct  in  his 
thought  that  the  committee — or  at  least 
whoever  drafted  the  report — had  in  mind 
the  removal  of  the  prohibition.  I  may 
say  that  every  Senator  upon  the  floor 
realizes  that  a  large  proportion  of  the 
reports  which  come  to  the  Senate  and 
are  presented  by  Senators  are  prepared 
by  members  of  staffs  and  not  by  the  Sen¬ 
ators  and  do  not  necessarily  represent 
the  conclusion  of  the  Senators.  I  am 
quite  willing  to  agree  with  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  said,  namely,  that  the  indica¬ 
tion  is  very  clear  that  the  committee  had 
in  mind  that  the  removal  of  a  prohibition 
against  the  creation  of  an  executive  de¬ 
partment  was  designed  to  vest  in  the 
President  the  power  to  create  such  an 
executive  department  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan. 

But,  Mr.  President,  there  are  many 
statutes,  many  acts  of  Congress  which 
have  been  defective.  I  fully  realize  that 
a  court  might  sustain  the  position  based 
solely  on  the  legislative  history  to  which 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  alludes,  and 
might  take  the  view  that  in  light  of  that 
legislative  history  the  conclusion  of  the 
court  should  be  that  the  President  does 
have  the  power.  I  am  not  saying  dog¬ 
matically  that  the  court  would  decide 
as  I  have  laid  down  what  I  think  is  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  But  I  never¬ 
theless  say  that  after  we  read  the  statute 
itself  which,  after  all,  is  what  was  crys¬ 
tallized  after  the  committee  report,  what 
was  passed  by  Congress,  what  the  Senate 
wanted  to  do,  and  presumably  did  do, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  statute,  as  I  read 
it,  which  gives  the  President  the  power 
to  create  an  executive  department. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  it  is  entirely  pos¬ 
sible  that  a  court  might  take  the  view 
arrived  at  from  a  study  of  the  legislative 
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history  to  which  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  alludes,  and  I  should  not  toe 
greatly  surprised  to  see  at  least  some 
judges  take  that  position.  I  am  not  in¬ 
ferring  against  any  judges.  I  mean  the 
human  mind  varies,  so  one  person  sees 
one  side  and  the  other  sees  the  other. 
But  I  undertake  to  say  that  to  my  mind, 
when  I  read  in  the  act  that — 

For  the  purpose  of  this  act  the  term  “reor¬ 
ganization”  means  any  transfer,  consolida¬ 
tion,  coordination,  authorization,  or  aboli¬ 
tion,  referred  to  in  section  3. 

The  creation  of  a  new  department  is 
not  encompassed  by  any  of  that  lan¬ 
guage.  If  the  Reorganization  Act  is  to 
be  read  and  construed  according  to  what 
it  says,  the  answer  to  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  is  that  the  President  has  no 
power  under  the  Reorganization  Act. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  point 
raised  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
and  the  point  raised  by  me,  I  submit  that 
it  may  be  reasonably  expected  that  if  the 
reorganization  plan  •  shall  be  adopted, 
litigation  will  be  absolutely  necessary  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  President 
does  have  this  power.  That  litigation 
may  result  favorably  to  the  contention 
of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  It  may 
result  favorably  to  the  contention  which 
I  have  asserted.  But  to  my  mind  it  is  as 
clear  as  that  2  and  2  make  4  that  no  one 
can  say  with  positiveness  today,  without 
the  prospect  of  litigation,  that  if  the 
plan  shall  be  approved  by  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  the  power  will  have 
been  validly  conferred  upon  the  depart¬ 
ment  so  created  or  undertaken  to  be  cre¬ 
ated  by  this  particular  plan. 

Mr.  President,  what  is  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  this  particular  reorganiza¬ 
tion?  The  President  does  not  tell  us. 

He  says  in  his  letter  of  transmittal: 

I  have  found  and  hereby  declare  that  each 
reorganization  included  in  this  plan  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  set  forth  in  section  2  (a)  of  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1949. 

Those  purposes  are  set  forth  on  the 
first  page  of  the  act.  What  are  the  one 
or  more  of  the  purposes  therein  set  forth 
that  the  President  had  in  mind,  and  why 
did  he  not  specify  what  those  purposes 
are  which  the  plan  is  necessary  to  ac¬ 
complish?  Will  it  accomplish  a  dollar 
savings?  Will  it  bring  about  any  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  economical  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  Government?  Mr.  Pace,  the 
Director  of  the  Budget,  said: 

Either  to  state  exactly  how  that  will  occur 
or  what  the  dollar  savings  might  be  would 
be  both  impossible  and  Impracticable. 

Then  he  continues: 

It  will  accomplish  no  immediate  saving. 

It  is  entirely  possible  that  the  plan 
may  accomplish  some  saving.  Yet  it  is 
very  difficult  to  see  how  merely  turning 
the  agencies  into  a  Cabinet  Department 
with  precisely  the  same  functions  and 
duties  as  exist  under  the  existing  law, 
will  effect  any  very  great  or  material 
saving. 

It  is  going  to  accomplish  an  abolition 
of  duplication?  Mr.  Pace,  Director  of 
the  Budget,  says: 

Specifically  I  cannot  specify  that  duplica¬ 
tion  does  exist. 


Mr.  President,  there  may  be  some  good 
results  to  be  expected  from  this  plan. 
I  have  no  doubt  the  President  thinks  so. 
But  what  are  they,  and  what  proof  does 
the  Senate  have  that  such  results  will 
be  produced? 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  took  the  view — 
and  vigorously  and  eloquently  sustained 
it  to  the  very  best  of  his  ability — that 
to  defeat  the  plan  would  be  to  weaken 
the  first  plan  to  carry  out  the  program 
of  the  Hoover  Commission.  The  report 
of  the  committee,  he  says,  does  not 
charge  that  the  plan  is  opposed  to  the 
recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission.  To  be  sure,  there  is  nothing  in 
this  report  that  says  in  so  many  words 
that  this  plan  violates  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  report,  but  I  call  attention  to 
the  fact  that  on  page  6  of  the  report  are 
these  significant  words: 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  conforms  to 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Or¬ 
ganization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government  In  these  aspects  only — 

I  emphasize  the  word  “only”  as  clear¬ 
ly  indicating,  as  admitted  here  today, 
that  there  are  other  aspects  in  which  the 
reorganization  plan  does  not  conform 
to  the  recommendations  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Braneh  of  the  Government.  Indeed,  it 
is  as  clear  as  the  fact  that  2  and  2 
make  4  that  there  are  important  re¬ 
spects  in  which  the  provisions  of  this 
plan  are  positively  and  directly  contrary 
to  the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission.  We  had  read  to  us  today 
a  telegram  from  Mr.  Hoover.  It  is  true, 
as  Mr.  Hoover  says,  that: 

I  supported  the  President’s  seven  plans  as 
first  steps — 

I  can  understand  how  Mr.  Hoover 
would  have  done  that.  I  can  see  how 
he  would  noth  ave  wanted  to  place  him¬ 
self  in  the  position  of  contending  that 
these  are  not  first  steps,  or  in  fact  be¬ 
lieving  that  they  were  not  first  steps. 
But  how  faltering  they  are.  Mr.  Hoover 
says  in  his  telegram  of  today: 

The  recommended  reorganization  will,  of 
course,  not  be  effective  until  these  further 
steps  are  undertaken. 

We  have  been  told  that  substantially 
the  main  points  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  recommendations  have  been  adopt¬ 
ed  in  this  plan.  To  my  mind,  some  of 
the  main  points  in  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  report  have  not  been  complied  with 
in  the  plan,  tut  on  the  contrary  are  di¬ 
rectly  opposed  by  the  plan.  Mr.  Hoover 
says: 

In  our  report  on  medical  services  we  have 
recommended  a  separate  United  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration  reporting  directly  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident. 

Again,  he  states: 

That  agency  would  embrace  the  major 
hospitalization,  medical  research,  and  public 
health  activities  of  the  Government. 

He  further  states: 

In  our  report  on  the  Labor  Department 
we  recommended  the  return  of  several  agen¬ 
cies  now  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to 
that  Department. 

I  see  in  the  Chamber  one  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  members  of  the  Commission 


who  was  in  the  minority  on  some  por¬ 
tions  of  the  report  of  the  Commission. 
I  refer  to  the  distinguished  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  who 
joined  with  two  other  members  in  stat¬ 
ing: 

We  agree  with  the  recommendation  in  the 
Commission  report  that  the  Unemployment 
Compensation  and  Employment  Service 
functions  should  be  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  They  are  labor  func¬ 
tions,  not  welfare  functions. 

Turning  to  page  12  of  the  report,  on 
social  security,  we  find  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  itself — not  the  task  force,  but 
the  Commission  itself — states: 

We  elsewhere  recommend  the  transfer 
from  the  present  Federal  Security  Agency 
of  the  following:  Bureau  of  Employees’ 
Compensation,  to  the  Department  of  Labor; 
*  *  *  Employees’  Compensation  Appeals 

Board,  to  the  Department  of  Labor;  *  *  * 

Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor;  *  *  *  Public  Health 

Service,  to  the  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion;  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  partly 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  part¬ 
ly  to  the  United  Medical  Administration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  1  minute  remaining. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  have  3  minutes  additional? 

Mr.  MCCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  three  additional  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

If  we  do  not  create  the  United  Medi¬ 
cal  Administration  and  put  the  medical 
services  in  a  separate  agency,  what  will 
happen?  When  we  pass  the  legislation 
which  we  are  told  today  should  be  passed 
in  order  to  make  it  effective,  what  will  be 
expected?  A  veto,  which,  as  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Baldwin]  pointed 
out,  will  mean  the  necessity  of  a  two- 
thirds  vote  in  each  House  of  Congress,  as 
distinguished  from  a  simple  majority,  in 
order  to  pass  the  legislation. 

Why  such  haste  in  this  matter?  Why 
not  comply  with  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendations?  Certainly  if  a  new 
Cabinet  office  can  be  created,  according 
to  the  contention  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota,  by  such  a  plan  as  this,  a 
United  Medical  Administration  can  like¬ 
wise  be  created,  notwithstanding  what 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge]  read  as  the  view  of  some  lawyers. 
Why  not  comply  with  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations,  instead  of 
taking  them  piecemeal? 

It  is  perfectly  clear  to  my  mind  that 
the  President  of  the  United  States  does 
not  believe — I  make  no  criticism  of  him — 
in  taking  out  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  whether  it  be  a  mere  agency  or 
a  Cabinet  agency,  the  power  over  health 
matters.  That  may  be  due  to  his  own 
belief  in  compulsory  health  insurance. 
It  may  be  due  to  the  fact  that  Mr.  Ewing, 
who  is  the  head  of  the  agency,  and  who, 
under  this  particular  plan,  is  to  remain 
for  60  days  in  this  office,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  Senate  will  not  have 
passed  upon  him,  will  have  certain  ad¬ 
vantages  in  the  way  of  the  possibility  of 
future  appointment  as  a  Cabinet  member. 
It  may  be  because  Mr.  Ewing  is  so 
strongly  in  favor  of  compulsory  health 
insurance. 
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The  fundamentals  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  report — at  least  some  of  the  fun¬ 
damentals — are  not  carried  out  by  this 
plan.  Furthermore,  in  response  to  the 
question  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Flanders],  it  was  pointed  out 
that  there  is  serious  doubt  as  to  the 
power  of  the  President  to  create  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  Cabinet  officer  under  the  power 
given  to  him  by  the  Reorganization  Act 
as  it  now  exists. 

Under  those  circumstances,  and  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  we  can  take  our  time  to 
study  the  recommendations  of  the  Hoo¬ 
ver  Commission  or  enact  a  plan,  or  the 
President  can  present  us  with  a  plan 
which  does  follow  those  recommenda¬ 
tions,  I  submit  that  the  Senate  should 
not  vote  today  in  favor  of  approval  of  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  at 
this  time  I  yield  20  minutes  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  is  recognized  for 
20  minutes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  So  long  as  it  does  not 
come  out  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  will 
be  out  of  the  Senator’s  time  if  it  is  sug¬ 
gested  now. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  25  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Vermont,  and  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum.  I  think  the  Senate  should  hear 
what  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  has  to  say. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
absence  of  a  quorum  is  suggested.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Milllkin 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Morse 

Baldwin 

Hill 

Mundt 

Brewster  ' 

Hoey 

Murray 

Bricker 

Holland 

Myers 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Neely 

Butler 

Hunt 

O’Conor 

Byrd 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Cain 

Jenner 

Pepper 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robertson 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Saltonstall 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

Kem 

Smith,  Maine 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Smith.  N.  J. 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Downey 

Knowland 

Stennis 

Dulles 

Langer 

Taft 

Eastland 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Ecton 

Long 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Thye 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Frear 

McClellan 

Vandenberg 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Watkins 

George 

McKellar 

Wherry 

Gillette 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Graham 

Malone 

Williams 

Green 

Martin 

Withers 

Gurney 

Hayden 

Mavbank 

Miller 

Young 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  Is  present. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  because  of 
the  limited  time,  I  shall  not  be  able  to 
yield  during  the  remainder  of  the  time 
available  to  me. 

I  think  it  has  been  rather  unfortunate 
that  in  all  the  discussion  of  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  1,  considerable  more 
heat  than  light  has  been  generated.  To 
judge  from  the  talk  we  have  heard  about 


this  plan,  one  would  think  it  had  to  do 
with  socialized  medicine,  compulsory 
health  insurance,  or  the  virtues  or  lack 
of  virtues  which  Oscar  Ewing  may 
possess. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  those  topics  should 
not  enter  into  the  discussion  of  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1  at  all,  for  it  does  not 
give  any  new  powers  to  Mr.  Ewing.  It 
does  not  go  a  single  step  further  toward 
compulsory  health  insurance,  which  I 
personally  believe  would  be  unwise,  par¬ 
ticularly  at  this  time.  Neither  does  it 
prevent  the  Congress  from  setting  up  a 
separate  medical  and  hospital  adminis¬ 
tration,  if  it  so  desires. 

I  have  been  somewhat  disturbed  over 
the  interpretations  given  to  the  reports 
and  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission.  As  a  member  of  that 
Commission,  it  was  my  privilege  to  work 
on  the  subcommittee  which  dealt  with 
the  very  subject  covered  by  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1,  and  also  with  the  subject 
covered  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2, 
which  will  be  before  the  Senate  tomor¬ 
row. 

Although  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
does  not  carry  out  in  detail  all  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
affecting  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
every  change  it  makes  in  the  present 
organization  of  that  agency  is  in  strict 
conformity  with  the  Commission’s  pro¬ 
posals. 

In  its  report  on  social  security,  edu¬ 
cation,  and  Indian  affairs,  the  Hoover 
Commission  unanimously  recommends 
the  creation  of  a  new  department  to  in¬ 
clude  most  of  the  activities  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  which  deal  with 
education  and  social  security,  plus  the 
Office  of  Indian  Affairs.  Plan  No.  1 
simply  constitutes  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  a  Department  of  Welfare.  This 
step  is  not  in  any  sense  in  conflict  with 
the  Hoover  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tion,  since  it  does  not  prejudice  any  Com¬ 
mission  proposals  for  future  transfers 
into  or  out  of  the  Department. 

Plan  No.  1  is  in  complete  conformity 
with  all  general  principles  of  executive 
management  laid  down  by  the  Hoover 
Commission  in  its  first  report. 

The  Commission  recommends  as  a 
primary  objective  that — 

The  numerous  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch  must  be  grouped  into  departments 
as  nearly  as  possible  by  major  purposes  in 
order  to  give  a  coherent  mission  to  each  de¬ 
partment. 

Plan  No.  1  carries  out  this  recommen¬ 
dation  by  completing  the  departmental 
structure  of  the  executive  branch,  there¬ 
by  establishing  the  essential  framework 
within  which  the  purposes  of  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1949  must  be  carried 
out. 

The  Department  of  Welfare — and  I 
know  there  is  objection  to  the  name — 
makes  10  departments  of  government, 
which  the  Hoover  Commission  consid¬ 
ered  essential  for  the  grouping  of  all  the 
activities  of  the  Government  except  those 
specifically  exempted  from  departmental 
inclusion. 

The  major  purpose  of  the  new  depart¬ 
ment  is  the  preservation  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  human  resources,  a  field  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  activity  of  such  importance  and 


magnitude  that  there  is  no  disagreement 
that  it  deserves  departmental  status. 

The  Commission  lays  down  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that — 

Within  each  department,  the  subsidiary 
bureaus  should  also  be  grouped  as  nearly  as 
possible  according  to  major  purposes. 

Plan  No.-  1  carries  out  this  recommen¬ 
dation  completely,  since  the  subsidiary 
bureaus  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
are  clearly  grouped  in  accordance  with 
their  major  purposes,  that  is,  education, 
health,  social  security,  and  so  forth. 

The  Commission  also  lays  down  the 
principle  that — 

Under  the  President,  the  heads  of  the  de¬ 
partments  must  hold  full  responsibility  for 
the  conduct  of  their  departments.  There 
must  be  a  clear  line  of  authority  reaching 
down  through  every  step  of  the  organiza¬ 
tion  and  no  subordinate  should  have  au¬ 
thority  independent  from  that  of  his  su¬ 
perior. 

That  is  a  very  vital  factor  to  be  fol¬ 
lowed  in  establishing  good  government 
anywhere. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  have  time  to 
yield.  I  am  sorry,  but  I  only  have  so 
much  time  allotted  to  me.  I  should 
rather  finish  what  I  have  to  say. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  will  do  this:  I  have  20  min¬ 
utes’  time  coming  up.  I  will  assign  some 
of  my  time  to  the  Senator  to  make  up 
for  the  time  he  yields  to  me.  I  think 
this  is  important.  I  will  give  the  Sen¬ 
ator  a  part  of  my  time. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  rather  yield 
when  I  have  concluded  what  I  have  to 
say,  if  there  is  any  time  provided  from 
any  source  whatever. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Very  well.  That 
will  be  satisfactory.  I  will  give  the  Sen¬ 
ator  a  part  of  my  time. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Plan  No.  1  carries  out 
this  recommendation  by  providing  for  a 
Secretary  of  Welfare  to  whom  the  func¬ 
tions  of  all  officers  and  constituent  units 
of  the  Department  will  be  transferred, 
subject  to  delegation  by  the  Secretary. 

Former  President  Hoover,  I  am  sure, 
must  be  interested  in  hearing  all  the  dis¬ 
cussions  and  arguments  telling  what  he 
meant  by  his  various  statements  and 
recommendations.  But  he  concurs  in 
the  consistency  between  plan  No.  1  and 
the  recommendations  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization.  On  June  30  he  testi¬ 
fied  on  the  President’s  Reorganization 
Plans  before  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Branch.  He 
stated: 

I  wish  to  say  at  once  that  the  seven  plans 
are  all  steps  on  the  road  to  better  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  administrative  branch.  They 
are,  insofar  as  they  go,  substantially  In  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government. 

The  difficulty  with  this  subject  is  that  the 
President’s  authority  under  the  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949  Is  very  limited.  In  most  of 
these  seven  cases  the  full  accomplishment 
of  reorganization  as  recommended  by  the 
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Commission  requires  also  extensive  special 
legislative  action.  Either  most  of  the  seven 
plans  must  be  regarded  as  simply  preliminary 
steps,  or  must  be  absorbed,  now  or  later,  in 
full  legislation  if  we  are  to  effect  the  effi¬ 
ciencies  and  economies  sought  by  the  Com¬ 
mission. 

SOME  HOOVER  COMMISSION  RECOMMENDATIONS 

NOT  INCORPORATED  IN  REORGANIZATION  PLAN 

NO.  1 

At  least  four  different  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  reports  deal,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
with  functions  now  carried  on  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency. 

The  report  on  Social  Security,  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Indian  Affairs  proposes  the  cre¬ 
ation  of  a  department  to  include  func¬ 
tions  of  education  and  social  security 
together  with  the  Office  of  Indian  Affairs, 
to  be  transferred  from  the  Department 
of  the  Interior. 

None  of  the  first  seven  reorganization 
plans  transfers  the  Office  of  Indian 
Affairs  to  the  new  department. 

The  report  on  Medical  Activities  rec¬ 
ommends  the  transfer  of  the  Public 
Health  Service  out  of  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  and  its  incorporation  in 
a  proposed  new  hospital  agency,  the 
United  Medical  Administration. 

As  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Donnell]  stated  a  few  moments  ago, 
there  was  a  dissenting  report  on  this 
matter  within  the  commission  itself. 
Messrs,  Acheson,  Rowe,  and  myself  held 
that  if  this  department  were  created,  the 
public  health  activities  which  called  for 
much  more  than  medical  and  hospital 
services  should  be  left  within  the  Wel¬ 
fare  Department,  or  whatever  its  name 
might  be.  This  report  on  medical  ac¬ 
tivities  is  not  carried  out  in  the  first  re¬ 
organization  plan.- 

These  and  other  reports  recommend 
the  transfer  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration,  partly  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  partly  to  the  United 
Medical  Administration,  and  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity,  the  Bureau  of  Employees’  Compen¬ 
sation  and  the  Employees’  Compensation 
Appeals  Board  to  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

Plan  No.  2  carries  out  the  proposal  to 
transfer  the  Bureau  of  Emplyment  Se¬ 
curity;  the  other  recommendations  are 
not  incorporated  in  these  plans. 

In  other  words,  complete  reorganiza¬ 
tion  action  for  Federal  Security  Agency 
on  the  Hoover  Commission  recommenda¬ 
tions  involves  a  half  dozen  transfers  out 
of  or  into  that  agency.  These  require 
further  transfers  for  complete  action  on 
other  affected  agencies.  In  short,  those 
who  argue  for  multiple  reorganization 
actions  set  up  a  chain  reaction  and  pro¬ 
gressively  compound  the  opposition. 
This  defeats  all  possibility  of  reorganiza¬ 
tion  action. 

REASONS  WHY  SOME  HOOVER  COMMISSION  REC¬ 
OMMENDATIONS  ARE  NOT  CARRIED  OUT  IN  RE¬ 
ORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  1 

Before  the  ultimate  disposition  of  all 
the  Government  functions  can  be  deter¬ 
mined  on  an  orderly  and  logical  basis,  it 
is  necessary  to  establish  the  essential 
framework  of  the  departmental  struc¬ 
ture.  This  is  completed  with  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  the  Department  of  Welfare,  a  step 


which  does  not  preclude,  but  instead  will 
facilitate,  any  desirable  transfer  of  func¬ 
tions  into  or  out  of  such  a  Department. 

Moreover,  it  is  probable  that  it  would 
require  an  act  of  Congress  to  provide  for 
the  complete  and  effective  establishment 
of  a  United  Medical  Administration. 

In  reply  to  a  question  from  Senator 
McCarthy  on  the  failure  of  plan  No.  1 
to  transfer  the  Public  Health  Service  to 
a  proposed  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion,  Mr.  Hoover  testified: 

I  do  not  think  the  President  has  ignored 
the  recommendations  of  the  Commission,  be¬ 
cause  the  whole  problem  of  reorganization 
is  so  greatly  interlocked.  For  instance,  in 
order  to  carry  out  the  Commission’s  recom¬ 
mendations,  it  is  necessary  to  set  up  a  United 
Medical  Administration  in  the  Government 
before  the  Public  Health  Service  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  can  be  transferred.  The 
creation  of  that  agency,  I  am  advised,  will 
require  specific  legislation  before  the  Presi¬ 
dent  could  transfer  agencies  to  it. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  whether  the  Senator  will  yield, 
on  condition  that  I  later  yield  him  5 
minutes  of  my  time? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Again  I  say,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  have  the  questions 
wait  until  the  end,  so  my  remarks  may 
have  some  sequence  when  they  are  read 
in  the  Record. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  A  bill  to  establish  a 
United  Medical  Administration  was  in¬ 
troduced  by  Senator  Thomas  of  Utah  on 
June  7,  1849.  This  bill,  S.  2008,  is  now 
before  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Welfare,  where  it  will  receive  careful 
consideration. 

In  view  of  the  bill  introduced  by  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas],  the 
proposal  for  a  United  Medical  Adminis¬ 
tration  is  now  before  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  as  I  have  said. 
So  far  as  I  can  see  there  has  been  no  ac¬ 
tion  whatever  toward  bringing  it  to  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  for  action.  In  my 
opinion  it  will  be  a  long  time  before  such 
a  bill  is  enacted  into  law.  In  the  mean¬ 
time  we  should  operate  to  the  best  of  our 
ability  under  the  machinery  of  Govern¬ 
ment  we  now  have  or  can  create  without 
waiting  for  that  law  to  be  passed. 

In  view  of  these  considerations,  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  had  either  to  submit  plan 
No.  1  as  he  did,  or  to  wait  indefinitely  for 
congressional  action  on  medical  activi¬ 
ties.  He  is  to  be  commended  for  push¬ 
ing  ahead  to  carry  out  as  much  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations  as 
he  has  in  the  plan. 

This  plan  does  not,  as  a  great  many 
persons  have  been  led  to  believe,  deal 
with  medical  insurance  or  national  medi¬ 
cal  policy  in  any  way. 

Attacks  on  the  plan  as  leading  to  the 
adoption  of  a  program  of  prepared  medi¬ 
cal  insurance  or  work  are  completely 
without  foundation.  The  plan  converts 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  into  an  in¬ 
tegrated  executive  department,  but  it  in 
no  way  adds  to  or  detracts  from  its  func¬ 
tions.  The  issue  of  adopting  a  compul¬ 
sory  prepaid  medical  insurance  pro¬ 
gram  is  before  Congress,  and  its  adop¬ 
tion  or  rejection  rests  with  Congress.  No 
Administrator  or  Secretary  can  order 
such  a  program. 


So  long  as  the  President  is  an  advocate 
of  medical  insurance,  his  principal  offi¬ 
cials  will  support  such  a  program.  They 
will  do  so,  irrespective  of  the  title  by 
which  they  are  known. 

This  plan  will,  therefore,  neither  ad¬ 
vance  nor  retard  the  development  of 
public  policy  in  the  area  of  health  in¬ 
surance.  The  spokesmen  of  organized 
medicine  have,  therefore,  raised  a  spuri¬ 
ous  issue.  I  make  the  statement  that 
they  have  raised  it,  while,  at  the  same 
time,  I  agree  with  them  that  compulsory 
health  insurance  would  not  be  advisable. 

Much  has  been  said  about  the  addi¬ 
tional  cost  of  the.  Department  and  of 
economies  to  be  effected  by  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1.  Neither  the  President 
nor  the  Hoover  Commission  attempted 
to  specify  the  savings  to  be  derived  from 
the  establishment  of  the  Department  of 
Welfare. 

Plan  No.  1  does  not  itself  curtail  func¬ 
tions,  eliminate  overlapping,  or  in  any 
other  way  bring  about  automatic  savings. 
I  may  as  well  say  that  now.  Most  or¬ 
ganizations,  including  plan  No.  1,  pro¬ 
duce  economies  by  making  possible 
future  savings  through  improved  pro¬ 
graming  and  reductions  in  administra¬ 
tive  costs.  The  plan  will  establish  an 
integrated  department  whose  head  will 
have  previously  lacking  authority  to 
assure  that  programs  are  administered 
effectively  and  to  curtail  lost  motion. 

What  can  be  done  in  this  direction 
has  already  been  demonstrated  by  the 
Federal  Security  Administrator,  in  spite 
of  limitations  upon  his  authority.  The 
newly  integrated  regional  offices  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  will  be  operated 
during  the  1950  fiscal  year  at  a  cost  of 
8.8  percent,  or  $581,354,  below  that  of 
the  preceding  fiscal  year. 

As  the  President  pointed  out  in  his 
message  of  transmittal,  the  benefits  from 
improved  service  and  better  costs  are 
expected  to  flow  from  the  plan. 

The  advocacy  of  a  Department  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Welfare  is  nothing  new.  Its  creation 
has  been  recommended  many  times  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  30  years.  These  recommen¬ 
dations  have  been  made  by  Presidents, 
Members  of  Congress,  special  commis¬ 
sions,  and  nongovernmental  groups. 
Last  year  I  introduced  a  bill,  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  State  Association  of  Boards 
of  Health,  I  think  was  the  title  of  the 
organization,  which  was  almost  identical 
with  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  as  now 
proposed  by  the  President. 

In  1923  President  Harding,  in  a  special 
message  to  Congress,  proposed  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  Welfare  Department. 
A  year  later  a  similar  recommendation 
was  made  by  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Reorganization. 

In  1932  President  Hoover  recommended 
that  the  welfare  functions  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  be  grouped  in  one  of  the  then 
existing  departments. 

In  1937  the  President’s  Committee  on 
Administrative  Management  recom¬ 
mended  a  new  Department  of  Welfare. 

That  same  year  the  report  of  the 
Brookings  Institution,  made  for  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Select  Committee  to  Investigate  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Agencies  of  the  Government, 
known  as  the  Byrd  committee,  proposed 
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the  establishment  of  a  Welfare  Depart¬ 
ment. 

As  stated  in  the  testimony  of  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Budget,  Frank  Pace,  before 
the  Senate  Expenditures  Committee, 
when  he  testified  in  support  of  this  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1 : 

Altogether,  out  of  eight  comprehensive 
plans  for  the  reorganization  of  the  executive 
branch  developed  by  responsible  officials  and 
agencies  within  the  last  30  years,  six  have 
concentrated  the  functions  as  to  education, 
health,  and  welfare  in  a  single  department — 
five  of  them  in  a  new  department  devoted  ex¬ 
clusively  to  these  activities — and  the  other 
two  plans  have  provided  a  new  department 
in  charge  of  the  greater  part  of  these 
functions. 

It  is  a  well-known  fact  that  the  re¬ 
organization  plan  that  established  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  in  1939  would 
have  created  it  a  department  had  not 
such  creation  of  executive  departments 
been  specifically  forbidden  by  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  of  1939. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont  what¬ 
ever  time  may  be  necessary. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

The  failure  to  give  these  functions 
their  appropriate  status  at  that  time  was 
unfortunate,  and  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  will  correct  this  earlier  error. 

Plan  No.  1  is  the  first  vital  step — I  say, 
vital  step — in  carrying  out  completely 
the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission.  Congress  adopted  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  because  it  realized  that 
the  customary  legislative  process  is  not 
suitable  for  the  expeditious  adoption  of 
needed  reorganization. 

The  act  provided  a  cooperative  proce¬ 
dure  under  which  the  President’s  power 
to  initiate  changes  in  the  organization  of 
the  executive  branch  was  increased 
while  the  power  of  Congress  to  prevent 
reorganization  was  preserved. 

Plan  No.  1  is  the  first  test  of  the  pro¬ 
cedure  under  the  1949  legislation.  As 
such,  it  is  a  critical  test  of  the  capacity 
of  the  President  and  Congress  to  work 
together  in  the  effectuation  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission. 

If  this  plan  fails  in  the  face  of  the 
Commission’s  recommendation,  the  en¬ 
dorsement  of  the  President,  and  the  tacit 
acceptance  of  the  House,  the  Senate  will 
alone  be  responsible  for  a  major  set-back 
in  the  attempt  to  bring  order  and  effi¬ 
ciency  into  the  executive  branch. 

If  Plan  No.  1,  which  would  have  been 
relatively  noncontroversial  had  ex¬ 
traneous  issues  been  prevented  from  con¬ 
fusing  its  purpose,  is  rejected,  the  pros¬ 
pect  of  success  for  any  future  plans  for 
the  execution  of  the  Commission’s  more 
far-reaching  recommendations  will  not 
be  bright. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Minne-- 
sota  will  permit  me  to  have  five  more 
minutes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  be  very 
happy  to  do  so. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  quote  from  a  statement  which  one 
of  our  colleagues  on  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission,  Representative  Brown,  made  on 
the  House  last  Thursday.  Representa¬ 


tive  Brown  is  generally  known  as  friend¬ 
ly  to  the  medical  profession.  Certainly 
he  is  about  the  last  Member  of  the  House 
who  would  do  that  profession  any  harm. 
I  should  like  to  quote  his  comment  di¬ 
rectly  from  the  Record.  This  is  what 
he  said: 

While  perhaps  the  words  have  not  been 
spoken,  I  seem  to  sense  that  some  here  have 
a  question  in  their  minds  as  to  whether 
President  Truman  is  going  through  with 
a  thorough  reorganization  of  the  Federal 
Government,  and  whether  he  is  actually  go¬ 
ing  to  do  the  things  recommended  by  the 
Hoover  Commission.  X  do  not  know.  But 
I  do  know  that  he  told  the  Commission  that 
he  was  going  to  try  to  carry  out  its  recom¬ 
mendations  in  substance.  He  did  not  pledge 
himself  to  do  so  in  every  detail,  any  more 
than  the  Congress  had.  I  do  know  that  he 
has  sent  messages  to  Congress,  and  that  he 
has  made  many  public  statements,  endors¬ 
ing  the  work  of  the  Commission.  X  do  know 
that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  pressure  from 
back  home,  not  only  on  the  Congress  but 
also  on  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
to  do  something  about  getting  a  little  effi¬ 
ciency  and  economy  into  the  conduct  of  our 
public  business.  I  do  know  that  the  only 
two  living  persons  who  ever  served  in  the 
White  House  as  President  are  both  for  this 
program.  I  do  know  that  this  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  (and  let  me  add  here.  Plan  No. 
1  also)  was  one  of  the  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  Commission.  I  do  know  that 
about  the  only  thing  we  can  safely  do,  as 
far  as  this  matter  is  concerned,  is  to  take 
the  Resident  at  his  word. 

I  am  still  quoting  from  the  speech  by 
Representative  Clarence  Brown: 

If  he  does  not  keep  his  word,  if  he  is  not 
a  man  who  keeps  his  promises,  if  he  does 
not  act  in  good  faith,  then  I  am  going  to 
tear  the  living  hide  off  him  in  the  next 
campaign.  But  first  of  all,  I  am  going  to  give 
him  a  chance  to  make  good  on  his  promises. 
He  is  entitled  to  that.  Then,  if  he  does  not 
do  the  right  thing,  I  will  criticize  him  from 
one  end  of  this  land  to  the  other. 

I  want  to  say  to  any  of  you  who  may  not 
think  the  President  is  sincere,  or  who  may 
not  believe  that  he  is  going  through  with 
most  of  the  Commission’s  reorganization 
plans,  that  if  you  want  to  give  him  a  beauti¬ 
ful  opportunity  to  get  out  from  under  the 
responsibility  of  keeping  his  word,  acting  in 
good  faith,  and  doing  the  things  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  want  him  to  do  in  connection 
with  the  Hoover  Commission  report,  then 
Just  vote  for  this  resolution.  If  you  adopt 
this  resolution  and  reject  this  reorganization 
plan,  then  the  President,  if  he  is  not  sin¬ 
cere — and  I  do  not  question  his  sincerity — 
can  immediately  throw  up  his  hands  and 
say  to  the  country,  “Well,  I  tried  to  reor¬ 
ganize  the  Government  and  get  a  little 
economy  and  efficiency  into  the  conduct  of 
public  business,  but  that  terrible  Congress 
up  on  Capitol  Hill  and  the  vicious  business 
interests  of  the  country  would  not  let  me. 
There  is  no  use  to  try  further.” 

Then  it  is  the  Congress  and  you  who  will 
take  the  heat,  and  not  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  In  my  opinion,  it  is  Just 
foolish,  asinine,  and  silly  to  refuse  to  give 
him  at  least  the  opportunity  to  carry  out 
the  Hoover  Commission  recommendations 
and  to  go  along  with  them  in  substance,  as 
he  has  said  he  would  do.  If  he  fails  to  do 
so,  then  he  is  the  one  who  will  be  responsible; 
but  if  we  refuse  to  give  him  that  oppor¬ 
tunity,  he  will  place  the  responsibility 
squarely  on  us. 

We '  are  squarely  up  against  the  issue : 
Do  we  want  to  take  this  first  step  to  reor¬ 
ganize  the  Government?  It  is  not  the  whole 
way,  by  any  means.  It  is  indeed  just  a  step. 
It  goes  just  a  part  of  the  way.  Maybe  the 
President  will  go  the  rest  of  the  way.  Maybe 


he  will  not.  I  do  not  know.  I  am  not  re¬ 
sponsible  for  him.  But  do  we  want  to  take 
this  one  step,  along  with  him,  and  say,  “We 
will  go  this  far  with  you,  Mr.  President,  and 
see  what  you  will  do ,  about  the  rest  of  it. 
We  will  give  you  an  opportunity  to  reorgan¬ 
ize  the  Government,  Mr.  President.  The  re¬ 
sponsibility  is  yours.  We  have  given  you  the 
machinery  to  do  the  job  and  we  have  gone 
along  with  you  thus  far”?  Or  are  you  going 
to  say  right  at  the  beginning,  "No,  Mr. 
President,  we  are  going  to  turn  down  your 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  (all  of  this  applies 
equally  to  plan  No.  1),  and  if  you  do  not 
want  to  do  anything  else  about  reorganiza¬ 
tion,  you  have  a  perfect  excuse  for  not  doing 
it”?  I  say*  to  you,  that  is  the  question  on 
which  we  all  must  vote. 

Mr.  President,  that  ends  the  remarks 
of  Representative  Clarence  Brown  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
last  Thursday.  Mr.  Brown,  Representa¬ 
tive  from  Ohio,  certainly  is  far  from  be¬ 
ing  radically  minded,  far  from  being 
hostile  to  the  medical  profession. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Just  1  minute  more.  I 
wish  to  conclude  by  saying  that  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  does  not  raise  the 
issue  of  socialized  medicine  or  compul¬ 
sory  health  insurance.  The  issue  is  not 
whether  Oscar  Ewing  is  a  good  Adminis¬ 
trator  or  ought  to  be  eliminated  from 
Government  service.  It  is  not  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  we  will  go  along  with  the 
AMA.  If  Plan  No.  1  shall  be  approved, 
the  essential  framework  of  Government 
as  proposed  by  the  Hoover  Commission 
will  have  been  established.  If  it  is  de¬ 
feated,  Oscar  Ewing  will  continue  as  an 
Administrator  in  control  of  the  very 
same  functions  of  Government  which  are 
now  under  him. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  McCarthy], 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  sufficient  time  to  answer  one  or 
two  questions,  the  answers  to  which  I 
think  may  be  of  some  benefit  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  making  its  decision.  I  shall  yield 
sufficient  time  to  him  to  respond. 

Last  year  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
was  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments,  and  did  much  good,  intelligent 
work  on  S.  140. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  agree.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Finally  the  bill  was 
reported  unanimously,  I  believe.  The 
major  difference  between  S.  140,  which 
has  been  reintroduced  as  S.  2060,  and 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is  that  S.  140 
preserved  a  much  greater  amount  of  in¬ 
dependence  in  the  three  departments,  or 
three  subdepartments,  namely,  health, 
welfare,  and  education. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  it  was  not 
my  impression  that  there  was  much  dif¬ 
ference.  The  bill  as  reported  by  the 
committee  did  what  the  Senator  from 
Wisconson  says.  I  was  referring  to  the 
bill  which  I  introduced  at  the  request  of 
the  State  health  organizations.  The 
Senator  is  correct  in  saying  that  the  bill 
as  reported  by  the  committee  preserved  a 
greater  degree  of  independence  on  the 
part  of  education,  health,  and  security. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Under  an  Under 
Secretary. 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  Yes;  the  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Am  I  correct  in 
stating  that  the  Hoover  Commission  goes 
one  step  further  than  we  went  in  Senate 
bill  140?  The  Hoover  Commission  not 
only  says  that  the  department  shall  have 
a  greater  amount  of  independence  under 
the  Secretary,  but  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  says  we  will  make  the  United  Medi¬ 
cal  Administration  completely  inde¬ 
pendent. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  majority  of  the  Hoover 
Commission.  As  I  have  stated,  three 
members  of  the  Commission,  Mr.  Ache- 
son,  Mr.  Rowe,  and  myself  disagreed  in 
part  with  that  recommendation.  We 
agreed  that  the  hospital  service  should 
be  better  coordinated,  but  we  disagreed 
to  the  extent  of  saying  that  the  Public 
Health  Service  should  be  incorporated 
with  the  hospital  and  medical  services. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Am  I  correct  in 
stating  that  if  we  want  to  follow  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations 
we  will  come  much  nearer  to  doing  so 
by  taking  S.  140,  or  what  is  now  S.  2060, 
than  taking  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  No,  I  do  not  think  so.  I 
would  not  say  we  could  draw  a  good 
comparison.  The  Hoover  Commission 
recommends  setting  up  this  tenth  de¬ 
partment,  with  Cabinet  status,  under 
which  the  Health  Services  will  be  oper¬ 
ated  until  such  time  as  the  Congress  sees 
fit  to  create  a  separate,  independent 
agency  for  them. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Is  the  Senator 
aware  of  the  fact — and  I  also  call  this 
to  the  attention  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  Minnesota — that  actually  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  medical  administration  in¬ 
corporating  the  major  functions  relative 
to  medical  care,  medical  research,  and 
public  health,  could  better  be  established 
by  a  reorganization  plan  than  by  legis¬ 
lation?  I  offer  as  the  authority  for  that 
the  analysis  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Bud¬ 
get,  which  was  made  sometime  during 
the  spring  of  this  year,  I  do  not  recall 
what  month.  On  page  39  of  the  analysis 
are  found  on  the  left-hand  side  the 
various  Hoover  Commission  recommen¬ 
dations,  and  on  the  right-hand  side  the 
method  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  in  putting  these  parts  of  the 
plan  into  operation.  We  find  that  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  lists,  as  the  method 
of  the  effectuation  of  this  operation,  the 
reorganization  plan.  I  call  that  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senator  because  the  mi¬ 
nority  report  says  that  “only  the  Con¬ 
gress  can  establish  a  medical  administra¬ 
tion.”  It  does  not  give  any  authority 
for  that.  That  legal  conclusion  has 
seemed  to  be  completely  negatived  by  the 
analysis  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  the  fact  that  the 
medical  fraternity  had  had  a  bill  intro¬ 
duced  to  do  that  very  thing  would  indi¬ 
cate  that  they  believe  that  legislation 
is  necessary  in  order  to  set  up  the  United 
Medical  Administration.  I  am  somewhat 
rusty  on  that  point,  but  it  is  my  recol¬ 
lection  that  there  were  several  reasons 
which  indicated  that  legislation  would 
be  necessary  to  create  that  administra¬ 
tion.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  details. 
I  have  not  studied  that  bill,  because  I 


have  felt  that  its  adoption  was  some  dis¬ 
tance  in  the  future. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  As  I  recall,  when 
we  were  discussing  S.  140,  before  we  very 
substantially  amended  it  and  reported 
it  unanimously,  there  was  a  good  deal 
of  argument  to  the  effect  that,  instead  of 
having  the  three  departments  grouped 
under  one  head,  giving  the  head  the  un¬ 
limited  power  which  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  would  give  him,  actually  we 
decided  there  should  be  three  separate 
departments,  one  dealing  with  welfare, 
one  dealing  with  health,  and  one  dealing 
with  education.  As  I  recall,  the  view 
was  that  we  could  not  very  well  create 
three  new  Cabinet  offices. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  What  we  tried  to 
do  in  S.  140  was  to  preserve  the  auton¬ 
omy,  or  the  independence,  of  the  head 
of  the  Medical  Department,  of  the  Wel¬ 
fare  Department,  and  of  the  Education 
Department,  and  at  the  same  time  create 
only  one  new  Cabinet  office.  So  that 
S.  140  was  a  compromise,  in  effect,  be¬ 
tween  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  insofar 
as  the  Medical  Department  was  con¬ 
cerned,  and  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendation  of  a  United  Medical 
Administration.  In  other  words,  we 
went  half  way  between  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  which  gives  the  New  Secre¬ 
tary  unlimited  power  over  the  three 
agencies,  and  the  recommendation  of 
the  Hoover  Commission,  which  was  that 
there  should  be  complete  independence 
on  behalf  of  a  United  Medical  Admin¬ 
istration. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  is  correct.  Senate  bill  140,  re¬ 
ported  by  the  committee,  was  a  com¬ 
promise  bill  between  the  bill  which  I 
introduced,  which  was  almost  identical 
with  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  and  the 
other  bill  which  was  introduced,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  by  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Taft]  and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright],  which  would  not  have 
gone  far  enough.  I  think  the  plan 
which  the  committee  reported  would 
probably  have  been  workable,  but  inas¬ 
much  as  it  was  a  compromise,  and  ob¬ 
jections  were  made  to  it  from  so  many 
different  quarters,  as  frequently  hap¬ 
pens  in  the  case  of  a  compromise  bill, 
we  were  not  able  to  secure  its  passage. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  If  we  should  couple 
the  report  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  their  suggestion  that  this  particu¬ 
lar  recommendation  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  could  be  put  into  effect  by  a  re¬ 
organization  plan,  with  the  statement 
made  by  Mr.  Ewing,  who  apparently  is 
going  to  head  the  new  department,  to 
the  effect  that  he  opposes  the  creation 
of  a  United  Medical  Administration, 
would  the  Senator  agree  with  me  that 
the  combination  of  these  two  things  in¬ 
dicates  that  this  very  important  part  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  recommenda¬ 
tion  never  will  be  put  into  effect  if  we 
adopt  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  is  my  opinion  that  if 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  should  be 
adopted  and  the  United  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration  should  be  created  by  the 
Congress,  a  bill  establishing  that  Admin¬ 
istration  would  probably  be  vetoed.  It 
is  also  my  opinion  that  if  a  United  Medi¬ 


cal  Administration  should  be  approved 
by  the  Congress,  whether  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  is  accepted  or  rejected,  it 
would  also  be  vetoed.  That  is  simply 
an  opinion  on  my  part.  I  have  not  con¬ 
sulted  with  Mr.  Ewing  or  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent  on  that  subject.  But  I  do  not  think 
that  would  make  any  difference  with 
respect  to  a  bill  passed  by  the  Congress 
creating  an  independent  medical  agency. 
I  have  opposed  the  establishment  of  an 
independent  medical  agency  because  I 
have  thought  our  objective  was  to  reduce 
the  number  of  agencies  and  to  place  the 
responsibility  for  Government  into  as  few 
hands  as  possible,  and  then  hold  those  in 
whose  hands  the  responsibility  was 
placed  fully  responsible  for  the  work  of 
the  department.  I  have  frequently 
thought  that  if  the  Congress  exercised 
the  power  of  impeachment  oftener  we 
would  have  better  Government.  But  I 
realize  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Con¬ 
gress  has  complicated  the  departments 
so  we  cannot  hold  anyone  responsible,  it 
would  be  ill-advised  to  resort  to  the  pow¬ 
er  of  impeachment. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  very  much. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  announces  that  10  minutes  allotted 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  has  already 
expired. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  5  min¬ 
utes  more. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  first  place  I  might  say  that  I  have 
very  great  respect  for  the  Senator  from 
Vermont.  Last  year  he  was  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments,  of  which 
I  was  a  member,  and  I  know  how  much 
time  and  effort  he  spent  on  Senate  bill 
140.  I  fear,  however — and  I  call  his  at¬ 
tention  especially  to  what  I  am  now  say¬ 
ing — that  he  may  be  drawing  certain 
conclusions  based  upon  erroneous  as¬ 
sumptions.  I  should  like  to  call  his  at¬ 
tention  to  some  testimony  on  the  part  of 
Mr.  Oscar  Ewing  in  view  of  the  state¬ 
ment  made  by  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont — I  believe  I  am  quoting  him  cor¬ 
rectly — to  the  effect  that  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  will  not  give  the  head  of  the 
department  any  more  power  than  the 
Administrator  now  has.  In  connection 
with  that  I  call  attention  to  Mr.  Ewing’s 
testimony  at  page  118  of  the  record  of 
the  hearings: 

If  plan  No.  1  Is  rejected,  they  will  be  there 
tomorrow,  and  I  will  be  the  Administrator. 
All  on  earth  that  this  plan  proposes  Is  to 
change  this  existing  organization  to  a  de¬ 
partment,  and  to  give  It  an  Integrated  type 
of  organization  as  distinguished  from  the 
present  holding-company  type  of  organi¬ 
zation  which  we  now  have.  In  other  words, 
a  great  many  of  the  statutory  powers _ 

I  shall  stop  at  that  point.  Mr.  Ewing, 
the  Administrator,  indicates  that  in  his 
opinion  he  would  receive  no  more  power 
than  he  previously  had.  However, 
further  in  his  testimony  he  said: 

In  other  words,  a  great  many  of  the  statu¬ 
tory  powers  are  vested  directly  in  the  bureau 
chief — In  the  Surgeon  General,  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Education,  and  the  Social 
Security  Administrator,  and  so  on. 

I  think  that  is  the  important  issue. 
That  is,  that  as  of  today  he  does  not  have 
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anywhere  near  the  power  he  would  have 
if  we  adopt  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

I  read  some  questions  and  answers  to 
bear  that  out: 

The  Chairman.  If  I  may  interrupt.  Does 
that  mean  now  that  if  this  plan  goes  into 
effect  all  of  those  powers  that  are  now  by 
law  vested  in  the  heads  of  those  divisions — 
the  Education  and  Health  Departments,  and 
so  on — would  then  be  vested  in  you,  as  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Welfare? 

Mr.  Ewing.  That  is  true.  You  see  these 
bureaus  have  a  long  history,  long  before  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  was  ever  created. 
They  were  independent  bureaus  and,  con¬ 
sequently,  the  early  legislation  necessarily 
vested  whatever  powers  or  authorities  were 
given  directly  in  the  heads  of  those  bureaus 
and  agencies. 

We  should  make  no  mistake  about  this 
matter.  I  call  the  attention  of  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  to  the  fact  that 
adoption  of  the  plan  would  result  in  a 
very  radical  change  and  would  vest  in¬ 
finitely  more  power  in  the  head  of  this 
new  agency  than  he  has  as  of  today. 

I  read  further  from  page  120  of  the 
hearings: 

Senator  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
ask  one  question,  please?  Is  it  your  thought 
that  the  three  departments  would  be  more 
autonomous  under  the  legislation  which  this 
Commission  had  previously  reported  than 
they  would  be  under  the  Presidential  Plan 
No.  1?  Do  you  understand  my  question, 
sir? 

Mr.  Ewing.  I  think  I  do,  Senator.  If  I  do 
not  answer  it,  you  can  correct  me. 

Here  is  the  actual  way  the  thing  would 
work : 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
especially  to  this  language: 

Theoretically  under  the  President’s  plan 
I  suppose  the  Secretary  of  Welfare  could  do 
most  anything  he  pleases. 

Then  Mr.  Ewing  goes  on  to  explain 
that  while  this  would  give  him  unlim¬ 
ited  power  over  health,  education,  and 
welfare,  to  the  extent  that  he  could  do 
anything  he  pleases,  actually  he  would 
use  good  judgment  and  not  exercise  that 
power. 

In  that  connection,  I  will  say  that 
while  I  think  much  of  the  opposition  to 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is  because 
Mr.  Ewing  is  slated  to  head  that  or¬ 
ganization,  I  personally  would  be  whole¬ 
heartedly  opposed  to  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  no  matter  who  was  to  head 
the  organization.  I  do  not  believe  health, 
education,  and  welfare  are  so  interrelated 
that  one  man  should  have  unlimited 
power  over  all  three.  I  will,  however, 
go  a  step  further  and  say  that  while  I 
think  Senate  bill  2060,  which  is  identical 
with  S.  140,  provides  a  good  plan  for 
establishing  a  welfare  agency — I  intro¬ 
duced  the  bill  and  I  favor  it — I  frankly 
would  not  be  too  happy  to  see  such  a 
thing  take  place  if  I  thought  Mr.  Ewing 
was  to  head  the  agency. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  sorry  to  announce  that  the 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  if  I  may 
yield  three  more  minutes  to  the  Senator? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  three  more  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  is  recognized  for 
three  more  minutes. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Ml’.  President,  go¬ 
ing  further  on  this  all-important  mat¬ 
ter,  I  believe  there  is  general  misunder¬ 
standing,  in  view  of  the  statement  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Vermont,  respect¬ 
ing  this  matter.  I  am  afraid  a  number 
of  Senators  feel  that  all  we  are  doing  is, 
as  Mr.  Ewing  began  to  say,  until  he 
changed  his  statement  under  examina¬ 
tion — and  I  quote  Mr.  Ewing: 

All  on  earth  that  this  plan  proposes  Is  to 
change  this  existing  organization  to  a  de¬ 
partment,  and  to  give  it  an  integrated  type 
of  organization. 

Reading  further  from  Mr.  Ewing’s 
testimony  on  this  point: 

Senator  McCarthy.  May  I  interrupt  there, 
please,  to  see  if  my  understanding  is  correct? 

Do  I  understand,  then,  that  if  the  plan  is 
adopted  it  will  lodge  in  you  considerably 
more  power  than  you  now  have? 

Mr.  Ewing.  That  is  correct,  Senator  Mc¬ 
Carthy.  You  see,  on  that  there  are  -two 
schools  of  thought — as  to  whether  or  not  you 
should  have  the  holding-company  type  of  or¬ 
ganization  which  we  now  have  in  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  or  the  integrated  type  of 
organization. 

Senator  Ives.  Your  holding-company  type 
of  organization,  as  I  understand  it,  is  some¬ 
what  limited.  You  do  not  have  all  of  these 
particular  functions  that  would  be  under 
you,  under  you  now,  would  you,  by  the  hold¬ 
ing-company  process? 

Mr.  Ewing.  Quite  so.  Senator.  All  that  I 
have  now  is  supervision  and  direction. 

In  closing,  let  me  say  that  I  heartily 
agree  with  the  general  recommendation 
of  the  Hoover  Commission,  and  that  is 
that  in  a  department  there  should  be 
lodged  as  much  power  as  possible  in  the 
head  of  the  department.  I  think  other¬ 
wise  it  is  impossible  to  operate  efficiently. 
However,  I  believe  that  when  we  have  a 
situation  such  as  this,  in  which  the  Com¬ 
mission  has  already  recommended  that 
one  of  the  three  functions  proposed  to  be 
put  into  this  Department  should  not  be 
in  that  Department  at  all.  Under  that 
particular  set  of  circumstances  I  think  it 
would  be  a  grave  mistake  to  include  in 
this  Department  one  function  which,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Hoover  Commission, 
should  never  be  in  it,  and  then  give  un¬ 
limited  power  over  such  functions  to  the 
head  of  the  Department. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
for  giving  me  additional  time. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  20  minutes  to  my  colleague  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  FtjlbrightL 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  impose  on  the  Senator  for  10  sec¬ 
onds,  let  me  say  that,  while  I  introduced 
Senate  bill  140  as  a  substitute  for  Senate 
bill  2060,  I  have  no  pride  of  authorship 
whatsoever.  I  do  not  claim  to  have 
drafted  that  bill.  The  bill  was  very  care¬ 
fully  drafted  last  year  by  the  committee, 
and  reported.  It  is  the  Taft-Fulbright 
bill  with  amendments.  I  introduced  that 
bill  merely  because  I  thought  it  was  in¬ 
finitely  better  than  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1.  I  only  took  part  in  drafting  it  as 
a  member  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
that  bill  has  a  longer  history  than  that. 


It  was  originally  introduced,  I  believe, 
in  June  or  July  1946.  We  announced  at 
that  time  that  we  were  introducing  it  at 
the  end  of  the  session  in  order  to  give 
those  interested  an  opportunity  to  study 
it.  Long  hearings  were  held  in  the 
spring  of  1947.  So  it  has  had  a  very  re¬ 
spectable  history. 

Mr.  President,  the  debate  already  has 
quite  thoroughly  covered  many  of  the 
principal  points,  so  that  what  I  shall 
undertake  to  do  is  to  clarify  some  of 
them. 

I  am  opposed  to  this  plan  because  the 
administration  did  not  follow  either  the 
recommendations  of  the  Senate — and  I 
would  call  Senate  bill  140  a  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate,  having  received  thor¬ 
ough  consideration  and  approval  by  the 
committee,  and  having  been  reported  to 
the  Senate,  on  the  one  hand,  or  the 
Hoover  Commission  report,  on  the  other. 
There  were  two  alternatives,  either  of 
which  I  believe  would  have  been  satis¬ 
factory,  and  I  think  I  could  support 
either  of  them.  I  have  stated  that  if  the 
administration  should  choose  to  submit 
a  plan  in  conformity  with  either  of  those 
recommendations  I  thought  I  might  sup¬ 
port  it. 

There  is  a  more  recent  example  of  or¬ 
ganization  of  a  department  similar  to 
the  organization  provided  in  Senate  bill 
140,  and  that  is  the  reorganization  of  the 
armed  forces.  I  think  the  same  idea  was 
involved  in  Senate  bill  140  as  was  adopt¬ 
ed  by  the  Congress  in  the  reorganization 
of  the  armed  forces.  In  other  words,  we 
sought  to  recognize  the  intergrity  and  in¬ 
terests  of  the  three  principal  departments 
of  the  armed  forces.  Actually,  those 
departments  are  much  more  alike  and 
much  more  interrelated  than  are  the 
three  principal  functions  involved  in  this 
plan — namely,  health,  education,  and 
welfare.  So  if  the  administration  saw 
fit  to  approve  and  accept  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  of  the  armed  forces  on  that  basis 
I  am  unable  to  see  why  it  is  not  willing 
to  accept  that  basis  in  this  connection. 

Much  reference  has  been  made  to  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  140.  I  wish  to  read  about  a  page 
from  the  report  on  that  bill.  This  is 
from  Senate  Report  No.  242,  Eightieth 
Congress,  first  session,  1847: 

The  committee  was  of  the  opinion  that 
there  should  be  some  definite  administrative 
procedure  outlined,  as  provided  in  S.  140,  in 
order  that  proper  recognition  might  be  given 
to  the  various  services  to  be  included  in  the 
new  Department,  and  specific  provisions 
have  been  included  in  the  bill  as  reported  in 
an  effort  to  eliminate  possible  discrimina¬ 
tions  against  any  of  the  several  fields  in¬ 
volved. 

That,  I  think,  is  the  key  thought  of 
the  report,  and  of  approval  by  the  Senate 
committee. 

Quoting  further: 

Another  provision  of  that  bill  to  which 
considerable  importance  was  attached  was 
section  3,  which  reads,  in  part,  as  follows: 

‘‘These  objectives  shall  be  carried  out  to 
the  fullest  possible  extent  through  State  and 
local  agencies,  public  and  voluntary,  and  in 
such  manner  as  to  preserve  and  protect  to 
the  highest  possible  degree  the  independence 
and  autonomy  of  State  and  local  agencies, 
public  and  voluntary,  in  education,  health, 
security,  and  related  fields.” 
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The  committee  report  had  this  to  say 
of  that  particular  language: 

Section  3  of  the  act  provides  adequate  safe¬ 
guards  to  Insure  State  autonomy  of  opera¬ 
tion  and  control  under  local  supervision  and 
administration  of  the  program  in  the  public 
Interest.  This  section  was  recommended  and 
approved  by  a  very  large  percentage  of  wit¬ 
nesses  who  appeared  at  the  hearings. 

No  similar  provision  is  included  in  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  are  two  ex¬ 
tremes  to  which  the  reorganization  of 
these  functions  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  could  go. 

On  the  one  hand,  as  the  various  pro¬ 
fessional  groups  have  advocated  in  the 
past,  we  could  establish  separate  depart¬ 
ments  for  each  field,  each  with  Cabinet 
representation.  This  is  also  the  method 
adopted  by  most,  if  not  all,  States  There 
are  quite  logical  arguments  for  this  view¬ 
point.  Each  group  may  feel  that  its 
function  may  be  confused  with  another; 
for  example,  that  association  with  wel¬ 
fare  activities  would  give  education  the 
connotation  of  charity  and  social  service. 
Each  group  may  feel  that  otherwise  it 
will  be  subordinated  to  the  will  and  domi¬ 
nation  of  an  administration  not  fully 
cognizant  of  the  problems  of  their  own 
field. 

There  is  no  question  that  that  thought 
concerns  a  great  many  of  those  who  are 
In  opposition  to  this  plan. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Am  I  correct  in 
stating  that  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendation,  so  far  as  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health  is  concerned,  parallels 
very  closely  the  original  Taft-Fulbright 
bill?  Senate  bill  140,  which  is  the  Taft- 
Fulbright  bill  amended,  then  drops  down, 
we  will  say,  half  way  between  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendation  and  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1.  In  other  words, 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  takes  an  ex¬ 
treme.  The  Taft-Fulbright  bill,  which 
is,  I  believe,  largely  the  same  as  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendation  so 
far  as  the  Department  of  Health  is  con¬ 
cerned,  takes  more  or  less  the  other  ex¬ 
treme,  and  Senate  bill  140,  as  amended, 
went  about  half  way  down  the  line. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  that  is  a 
fair  description  of  it. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  merely  wish  to 
make  it  clear  that  the  original  Taft- 
Fulbright  bill  is,  in  my  opinion,  almost 
identical  with  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendation  so  far  as  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health  is  concerned.  There  are 
certain  other  respects  in  which  it  did  not 
come  too  close  to  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendation. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  definitely  recommends  a  sepa¬ 
rate  United  Medical  Administration. 
That  was,  of  course,  urged  by  the 
medical  profession  at  the  time  we  held 
hearings  on  that  bill.  But  we  felt  that 
it  was  not  practical  or  feasible  to  set 
up  separate  administrations  at  that  time, 
as  a  practical  matter  of  getting  some¬ 
thing  done. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  In  a  moment. 


So  we  sought  to  take  the  middle 
ground,  and  to  give  autonomy  within  the 
Department  to  those  three  fields. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  a  question.  Does  he  believe 
that  we  could  ever  bring  about  a  re¬ 
organization  and  establish  the  medical 
division  as  an  independent  agency  with¬ 
in  the  Federal  Government  if  we  ever 
were  to  carry  through  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  as  proposed  by  the  President? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No;  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  so,  for  very  practical  reasons. 
Theoretically  it  is  possible.  The  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  stated, 
of  course,  that  that  is  what  we  could  look 
forward  to;  but  as  a  practical  matter  I 
do  not  believe  we  could  do  it,  for  this 
very  obvious  reason:  Express  disapproval 
of  such  a  plan  by  the  proposed  head 
of  the  new  agency,  Mr.  Ewing,  and  the 
President  would  make  it,  I  think,  virtu¬ 
ally  impossible,  at  least  for  the  foresee¬ 
able  future,  to  achieve  that  end,  even  if 
we  attempted  to  do  it. 

It  is  no  secret,  for  example,  that  the 
program  in  the  Senate  is  primarily  de¬ 
termined  by  the.  executive  branch  of  the 
Government,  not  by  the  Senate.  Cer¬ 
tainly  the  power  of  veto,  when  coupled 
with  that,  would  be  quite  sufficient,  cer¬ 
tainly  so  long  as  the  present  administra¬ 
tion  is  in  power.  So  I  do  not  think  it 
would  be  at  all  feasible  to  attempt  to 
separate  the  medical  service  later  on. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  again? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Were  it  possible  for  me 
to  offer  an  amendment  to  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1,  I  should  like  to  see  it 
amended  so  as  to  make  it  mandatory 
that  a  medical  professional  man  would 
be  the  director  of  the  new  agency  cre¬ 
ated  by  the  reorganization  plan.  The 
only  reason  I  would  propose  such  an 
amendment  would  be  because  I  know 
very  well  that  such  a  reorganization  plan 
could  be  amended  at  a  later  time  so  as 
to  set  up  the  medical  division  by  itself, 
and  also  knowing  that  then  it  would  not 
be  confronted  with  a  Presidential  veto. 

But  if  we  were  to  adopt  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  as  submitted,  then  if  we 
ever  attempted,  later  on,  to  take  the 
medical  division  out  of  the  new  depart¬ 
ment,  we  first  would  be  confronted  with 
the  propaganda,  “You  must  not  do  this 
because  it  is  contrary  to  the  Hoover 
Commission’s  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
1.”  So  that  effort  would  have  a  strike 
against  it  from  the  very  first. 

In  the  second  place,  with  the  great 
propaganda  machine  that  could  be  set 
up  within  that  division,  it  would  be  ut¬ 
terly  impossible  to  convince  the  public 
that  we  were  not  trying  to  “de-organize” 
what  would  be  classed  as  Hoover  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1. 

For  that  reason,  I  find  myself  posi¬ 
tively  of  the  conviction  that  I  must  vote 
against  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  in 
order  to  safeguard  our  future  action 
against  a  possible  Presidential  veto  when 
we  try  to  take  the  medical  division  from 
under  this  new  agency  and  set  It  up 
under  a  separate  agency,  as  the  Hoover 
Commission  absolutely  and  specifically 


states  should  be  done.  That  is  my  con¬ 
viction,  and  that  is  the  state  of  thought 
I  have  carried  for  some  time. 

I  have  followed  the  arguments  for  the 
reorganization  plan  very  closely.  I  know 
that  if  we  were  to 'carry  through  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  and  were  to  permit 
it  to  go  into  effect,  the  medical  division 
would  remain  under  that  new  agency  for 
all  time  to  come,  because  if  the  new  divi¬ 
sion  is  given  Cabinet  status,  it  never 
would  be  possible  for  the  Congress  to 
override  a  Presidential  veto  with  which 
the  Congress  would  be  confronted  if  it 
attempted  to  place  the  medical  division 
in  another  agency. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
agree  with  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 
That  is  one  of  the  principal  reasons  why 
I  am  in  opposition  to  this  plan. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  agree  with  the  statement 
made  a  few  minutes  ago  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
McCarthy],  namely,  that  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  gives  unlimited  power  to  the 

Cpnrpf o ry 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  To  do  as  he 
pleases  with  all  the  functions  which  now 
are  under  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  reorganization 
plan - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  have  the  plan 
here.  The  language  is  very  simple. 
Section  2  is  about  all  there  is  to  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  the  plan  does 
not  abolish  the  laws  under  which  the 
Public  Health  Service  and  other  serv¬ 
ices  are  now  being  administered;  does  it? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Section  2  (b)  of 
the  plan  reads: 

AH  of  the  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Welfare  and  of  all  officers  and  constituent 
units  thereof,  including  all  the  functions  of 
the  Federal  Security  Administrator,  are 
hereby  consolidated  in  the  Secretary  of  Wel¬ 
fare. 

As  I  read  that  language,  it  enables  him 
to  do  anything  he  wishes  to  do  with  the 
arrangements  or  the  personnel  or  the 
administration.  I  can  see  no  limit  to 
what  he  could  do  with  those  functions, 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  certainly  he 
could  not  go  beyond  the  law,  under  which 
those  services  are  created. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  After  this  reor¬ 
ganization  plan,  as  I  understand  it,  goes 
into  effect,  it  will  be  the  law.  Then  will 
it  not  take  precedence  over  some  other 
law? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  cannot  agree  with 
that  view.  The  plan  does  not  abolish 
the  laws  under  which  the  Public  Health 
Service,  the  Office  of  Education  and  the 
Social  Security  Administration  are 
created.  All  functions  and  services 
therein  created  are  retained  and - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Then  what  will  it 
do?  It  simply  creates  a  Department  of 
Welfare  as  an  executive  department  and 
places  under  it  all  the  duties  and  func¬ 
tions  now  handled  and  supervised  by  the 
Federal  Security  Agency. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  will  not  do  ex¬ 
actly  what  the  Senator  attempted  to  do 
under  Senate  bill  140  introduced  by  him 
and  others  during  the  Eightieth  Congress. 
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Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Then  it  will  put 
into  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  all  the 
powers  which  now  reside  in  the  hands  of 
anyone  else  within  that  agency. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  suggest  by 
way  of  a  question  what  I  have  in  mind; 
is  it  not  a  fact  that  under  Senate  bill 
140,  "the  Under  Secretary  for  Health 
shall  perform  such  duties  concerning 
health  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  or  required  by  law”? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  In  the  bill  we  un¬ 
dertake  to  give  to  each  of  the  three  prin¬ 
cipal  departments  certain  responsibili¬ 
ties  which  would  be  required  by  law,  and 
which  the  Secretary  could  not  set  aside. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  the  requirement 
referred  to  here  is  already  written  into 
the  bill.  It  provides,  as  I  have  just 
stated  that  the  Under  Secretaries  created 
shall  perform  such  duties  concerning 
their  respective  departments  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  follow  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  on  that  point. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  plain  to  me  that 
under  his  bill,  Senate  140,  the  Under  Sec¬ 
retaries  therein  created  shall  perform 
such  duties  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary.  Under  the  bill,  what  does  the 
Senator  mean  when  he  uses  the  words 
"required  by  law”? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  For  instance,  we 
first  had  a  provision  that  a  professional 
man  should  be  at  the  head  of  each  divi¬ 
sion.  That  provision  was  later  deleted. 
But  that  was  an  example  of  what  we 
meant  when  we  said  the  Secretary  should 
not  simply  put  anyone  in  the  position 
of  undersecretary  in  charge  of  health, 
and  that  he  could  not  take  some  particu¬ 
lar  activity  out  of  the  Division  of  Health 
and  make  it  a  part  of  the  Division  of 
Welfare. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  the  Senator’s 
revised  bill  did  not  abolish  the  existing 
laws  creating  the  services  under  discus¬ 
sion.  As  I  understand  Senate  bill  140, 
it  sought  to  create  three  under  secre¬ 
taryships,  one  for  health,  one  for  educa¬ 
tion,  and  another  for  public  welfare. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  quite  similar 
to  what  we  have  done  in  the  case  of  the 
armed  services,  and  for  the  same  reasons. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  And  those  three 
Under  Secretaries  were  to  be  under  a 
Secretary. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Secretary  was 
to  be  a  Cabinet  officer. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  creating  each  of 
these  Under  Secretaries,  the  bill  states: 

The  Under  Secretary  for  Health  shall  per¬ 
form  such  duties  concerning  health  as  may 
be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

The  Under  Secretary  for  Education  shall 
perform  such  duties  concerning  education 
as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

The  Under  Secretary  for  Public  Welfare 
shall  perform  such  duties  concerning  social 
security  and  public  welfare  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary. 

What  then  is  the  difference  between 
that  plan  and  the  reorganization  plan 
under  discussion? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Of  course  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  does  not  read  the 
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entire  bill.  It  is  obvious  that  for  house¬ 
keeping  purposes,  and  so  forth,  within 
the  Department  there  would  be  regula¬ 
tions. 

The  Senator  knows  that  I  am  limited 
in  time,  and  that  he  will  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  speak  later  on.  I  cannot  spend 
all  my  time  going  over  that  bill. 

I  yield  now  to  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  be  very  brief. 

Mr.  HUNT.  I  assume  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas  will 
be  given  whatever  additional  time  he 
may  need. 

Mr.  President,  addressing  myself  di¬ 
rectly  to  the  question  asked  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana,  let  me  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  in  subsection  (c)  reads  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  of  Welfare  is  authorized  to 
delegate  to  any  officer  or  employee  or  to  any 
bureau  or  other  organizational  unit  of  the 
Department  designated  by  him  such  of  his 
functions  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

In  other  words,  as  he  wishes. 

I  read  now  from  the  existing  law  with 
reference  to  the  Surgeon  General.  We 
find  in  it  the  language  that — 

The  Surgeon  General  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  assign  to  the  Office  of  the  Surgeon 
General,  to  the  National  Institute  of  Health, 
to  the  Bureau  of  Medical  Services,  and  to  the 
Bureau  of  State  Services,  respectively,  the 
several  functions - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  several  func¬ 
tions  created  under  that  law. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Yes;  the  several  functions 
of  the  service. 

I  understand  the  specification  of  sub¬ 
section  (c)  to  give  to  the  new  Secretary 
of  the  Department  all  the  authority  and 
functions  the  Surgeon  General  now  has. 
I  do  not  see  how  anything  else  can  be 
read  into  it  or  out  of  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  point  I  was 
trying  to  reach,  if  the  Senator  will  yield 
further - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  for  half  a  minute;  I  have  only  3 
minutes  left. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  point  I  have  in 
mind  is  that  the  functions  described  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming,  and  performed  by  the  various 
heads,  are  the  same  functions  as  those 
which  will  be  performed  by  the  Cabinet 
officer.  The  law  is  not  changed  in  the 
least.  The  Secretary  created  under  this 
plan  cannot  have  and  will  not  exercise 
greater  powers  than  those  now  created 
by  the  laws  under  which  those  services 
are  granted.  I  fear  more  or  less  bogus 
Issues  have  been  created. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  informed  that  an  additional  10 
minutes  has  been  yielded  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
decline  to  yield  further  at  this  time. 

I  wish  to  read  one  sentence  from  the 
hearings  on  Reorganization  Plans  1  and 
3.  These  were  the  words  of  the  Mr. 
lowing,  when  requested  to  give  his  view 
on  this  point: 

Here  Is  the  actual  way  the  thing  would 
work.  Theoretically,  under  the  President’s 


plans,  I  suppose  the  Secretary  of  Welfare 
could  do  almost  anything  he  pleases. 

If  that  is  his  interpretation,  and  inas¬ 
much  as  he  is  sponsoring  the  proposed 
reorganization,  I  do  not  know  that  there 
Is  much  room  to  question  what  would 
happen  under  this  reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  tie  down  a 
little  more  specifically  certain  points 
which  have  been  made,  so  that  there  will 
be  no  question  regarding  what  the 
Hoover  Commission  report  said. 

I  refer  to  the  task  force  report  on  Fed¬ 
eral  medical  services,  the  supplement  to 
appendix  O.  It  is  only  two  pages  long. 
I  shall  read  one  paragraph.  This  is  the 
recommendation  of  the  task  force,  dated 
February  8; 

The  agency  should  be  headed  by  a  pro¬ 
fessional  career  director  general.  Under  the 
new  plan,  he  should  report  directly  to  the 
President,  and  should,  in  the  nonmilitary 
Federal  medical  organization,  be  the  highest 
ranking  physician  in  the  Government. 

The  supreme  medical  importance  of  the 
position  of  the  Director  General  should  com¬ 
mand,  irrespective  of  all  other  considera¬ 
tions,  the  ablest  medical  and  health  admin¬ 
istrator  whose  services  can  be  obtained  by 
the  Government. 

For  these  reasons,  the  committee  views 
the  present  proposal  for  an  independent  or¬ 
ganization  as  a  significant  improvement  over 
the  previously  submitted  plan. 

That  refers  to  the  previous  paragraph, 
directly  proposing  the  creation  of  the 
United  Medical  Service  organization.  It 
had  this  to  say,  in  the  body  of  the  report: 

It  remains  to  consider  whether  such  an 
alternative  would  be  preferable.  This  ques¬ 
tion  has  been  fully  considered  by  our  com¬ 
mittee,  and  we  have  reached  the  conclusion 
that  such  an  independent  organization 
would  be  preferable  to  placing  this  function 
in  a  larger  department,  as  the  Commission 
originally  proposed. 

In  other  words,  they  very  positively 
recommend  the  independent  United 
Medical  Administration. 

In  the  Commission  report  itself  of 
March  1949,  entitled  "Medical  Activi¬ 
ties,”  we  find; 

RECOMMENDATION  NO.  1 

To  accomplish  these  purposes,  the  Com¬ 
mission  recommends  the  establishment  of  a 
United  Medical  Administration  into  which 
would  be  consolidated  most  of  the  large- 
scale  activities  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  the  fields  of  medical  care,  medical  re¬ 
search,  and  public  health  (in  which  we  in¬ 
clude  preventive  medicine) . 

I  am  completely  unable  to  follow  the 
reasoning  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  when  he  says  that  plan  No.  1  fol¬ 
lows  the  Hoover  Commission  report.  It 
simply  does  no  such  thing.  To  confirm 
that,  let  us  take  the  other  report,  entitled 
"Social  Security,  Education,  Indian  Af¬ 
fairs.”  This  is  the  report  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  and  not  of  the  task  force.  At 
page  6,  we  find: 

RECOMMENDATION  NO.  1 

We  therefore  recommend  that  a  new  de¬ 
partment  to  administer  the  functions  set 
forth  in  this  report  be  created  and  headed 
by  a  Cabinet  officer. 

The  report  does  not  mention  the  medi¬ 
cal  service  at  all.  It  mentions  social 
security,  education,  and  Indian  affairs. 

It  seems  to  me  that  possibly  some  of 
the  proponents  of  this  plan  must  have 
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misread  the  report  or  concluded  without 
having  read  it  that  health  was  included 
in  the  body  of  the  report.  But  it  is  spe¬ 
cifically  excluded.  The  report  includes 
only  the  three — social  security,  educa¬ 
tion,  and  Indian  affairs. 

I  wish  to  call  the  attention  of  Sena¬ 
tors  to  the  original  task  force  report  on 
public  welfare,  made  in  January.  It  is 
too  lengthy  to  read  much  of  it.  I  wish 
only  to  call  attention  particularly  to  the 
first  part  of  the  report.  It  is  a  very 
lengthy  document,  which  was  prepared 
for  the  Commission  by  the  Brookings 
Institution.  I  desire  to  quote  one  or  two 
passages  from  it  to  give,  I  think,  some 
feeling  of  what  the  attitude  of  that  basic 
document  was.  Beginning  on  page  4, 
running  into  page  5, 1  quote: 

1.  The  four  major  functions:  Health,  edu¬ 
cation,  employment,  and  social  security  and 
relief,  although  interrelated,  are  essentially 
independent.  The  leadership  and  the  fun¬ 
damental  work  in  each  is  professional,  tech¬ 
nical,  or  scientific.  Each  is  the  domain  or  a 
distinct  profession,  although  in  comparison 
with  medicine,  education,  and  social  work, 
the  knowledge  and  techniques  of  personnel 
or  employment  management  (including 
wage  administration  and  union  relations  as 
well  as  hiring  and  firing)  have  achieved  only 
embryonic  professional  recognition. 

Then,  later,  on  page  5: 

4.  Since  at  the  State  level  these  functions 
are  separate  in  legislation  and  administra¬ 
tion,  it  appears  that  for  many  years  to  come, 
the  National  Government  under  a  Federal 
system  will  have  to  legislate  separately  for 
each  of  the  several  functions  if  it  continues 
to  use  conditional  grants  or  offset  taxes  to 
raise  the  level  of  performance  with  respect 
to  them.  It  seems  extremely  dubious  that 
a  single  multifunctional  department  at  the 
Federal  level  could  have  a  single  unified 
program.  The  departmental  program  would 
have  to  consist  of  separate  programs  for 
health,  education,  employment,  and  social 
security  and  relief.  Both  Congress  and  the 
State  legislatures  will  presumably  have  to 
continue  to  legislate  separately  for  the  sev¬ 
eral  functions. 

And  then,  on  page  6: 

When  the  President  has  to  consider  sub¬ 
stantive  issues  it  would  seem  entirely  possi¬ 
ble  that  he  might  get  more  help  from  several 
heads  of  smaller  departments  than  from  the 
head  of  one  big  one  because  one  could 
scarcely  master  the  details  in  a  reasonable 
period. 

That  thought  runs  throughout  the.  in¬ 
troduction,  which  discusses  policy.  I 
quote  one  other  paragraph: 

The  interests  of  the  Government  demand 
that  the  heads  of  the  bureaus  in  health,  edu¬ 
cation,  employment,  and  relief  and  social  se¬ 
curity  shall  be  leaders  in  their  respective 
professions.  To  be  successful  they  must  have 
a  substantial  professional  following. 

On  page  7 : 

In  our  Judgment  it  cannot  be  guaranteed 
that  grouping  all  these  agencies  under  a  sin¬ 
gle  department  head  would  result  with  cer¬ 
tainty  in  effective  coordination^ 

That  is  the  thought  all  through  the 
report.  Again: 

For  successful  Federal-State  cooperation  a 
high  degree  of  continuity  in  Federal  admin¬ 
istration  is  essential.  One  way  of  insuring 
such  continuity  is  to  reduce  administrative 
discretion  at  the  Federal  level  to  a  minimum. 

To  a  greater  degree  than  any  other  civilian 
department  of  the  National  Government  this 
one  will  affect  the  lives  of  individuals.  It 


will  be  providing,  directly  or  indirectly,  free 
public  services,  distributing  social  insurance 
benefits,  and  giving  relief.  The  political  po¬ 
tentialities  are  obviously  great,  especially 
since  this  Department  has  no  necessary  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  raising  the  funds  to  pay  for 
the  services  and  the  benefits.  As  already 
noted,  the  agencies  in  the  Department  have 
affiliates  in  the  State  and  local  governments 
that  reach  to  practically  every  settlement. 
An  intensely  partisan  politically-minded  sec¬ 
retary  would  have  in  his  hands  what  might 
be  made  a  powerful  political  implement.  It 
may,  however,  be  assumed  that  the  Congress 
will  be  aware  of  this  fact  and  will  limit  the 
discretionary  authority  of  the  secretary,  and 
possibly  continue  to  vest  a  considerable  meas¬ 
ure  of  the  discretionary  power  in  the  bureau 
chiefs. 

Those  are  not  my  own  words.  Those 
are  the  words  of  the  task  force  report  of 
January.  It  is  the  principal  task  force 
document,  and  those  last  words  express 
exactly  what  Senate  bill  140  tried  to  do, 
and  did  do,  in  my  opinion.  It  says  fur¬ 
ther: 

It  may,  however,  be  assumed  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  will  be  aware  of  this  fact  and  will  limit 
the  discretionary  authority  of  the  Secretary, 
and  possibly  continue  to  vest  a  considerable 
measure  of  the  discretionary  power  in  the 
bureau  chiefs. 

I  quote  from  page  11: 

In  a  unifunctional  department  it  is  not  un¬ 
usual  for  the  essential  powers  to  be  vested 
in  the  head  of  the  department.  He  may  have 
authority  to  delegate  power  to  subordinates, 
to  determine  Internal  organization,  and  to 
select  and  remove  bureau  chiefs.  Responsi¬ 
bility  and  authority  may  be  centered  in  him. 
Is  such  centralization  of  power  desirable  in 
the  multifunctional  Federal  Security  Agency? 

The  entire  argument  and  discussion 
in  this  report  on  public  welfare  are  ab¬ 
solutely  and  persuasively  against  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  has  1  minute  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
there  are  several  other  points  to  which 
I  wish  to  refer.  One  is  the  reference  to 
the  letter  sent  by  the  administration 
with  regard  to  plan  No.  1,  which  seems  to 
me  to  be  responsible  for  some  of  the 
confusion  which  has  arisen  in  the  minds 
of  some  Members  of  the  Senate.  I  quote 
from  the  President’s  letter  of  August  12, 
and  I  am  reading  from  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  in  which  it  is  printed: 

This  commission,  composed  of  outstanding 
citizens  from  both  political  parties,  has  made 
a  comprehensive  report  containing  its  recom¬ 
mendations.  Two  of  its  important  recom¬ 
mendations  are  included  in  Reorganization 
Plans  No.  1  and  No.  2. 

To  my  mind,  that  is  simply  a  misstate¬ 
ment,  because  plan  No.  1  does  not  in¬ 
clude  a  very  important  recommendation 
of  the  Commission. 

Again,  on  the  same  page,  the  President 
says: 

The  important  changes  which  would  be 
effected  by  these  two  plans  were  unanimous¬ 
ly  recommended  by  the  Hoover  Commission. 

I  think  that  is  a  misleading  statement. 
I  know,  from  discussing  it  with  some  of 
the  Members  of  the  Senate,  that  it  has 
brought  about  a  misconception.  The 
fact  is  that  only  three  members  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  did  recommend  es¬ 
sentially  all  of  plan  No.  1,  but  the  other 


nine  members  recommended  to  the  con¬ 
trary.  To  say  that  this  was  a  unanimous 
recommendation  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  as  I  see  it,  is  quite  wrong. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  been  granted  five  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Then  the  Presi¬ 
dent  says  this: 

Nor  will  acceptance  of  the  plan  In  any  way 
prevent  later  action  along  the  lines  they 
desire. 

We  have  already  discussed  that  point. 
I  do  not  agree  with  it. 

Then  the  President  says: 

Every  special-interest  group  concerned 
with  the  operation  of  the  Government  will 
be  encouraged  to  try  to  block  further  steps 
toward  efficiency  and  economy. 

That  kind  of  a  statement,  the  bringing 
in  of  a  special-interest  group,  is  un¬ 
justified,  unless  we  call  Congress  a 
special-interest  group,  because  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  very  specifically  recommend¬ 
ed  Senate  bill  140.  I  do  not  consider 
that  a  special-interest  group  is  involved 
simply  because  there  is  a  difference  of 
opinion.  The  idea  that  every  time  any 
opposition  comes  forward  it  is  a  special- 
interest  group  seems  to  me  to  create  an 
emotional  atmosphere  with  regard  to  a 
matter  which  we  should  be  able  to  con¬ 
sider  objectively  on  its  merits. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
my  colleague  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Does  the  Senator 
know  of  any  agency  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  which  is  not 
a  special-interest  group  "when  it  comes 
to  getting  appropriations  or  more  fa¬ 
vorable  legislation  or  more  power? 

Does  not  such  an  agency  become  a 
special  interest? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  1  think  it  is  a  very 
evident  fact  that  in  the  past  20  years 
the  greatest  special  interest  in  this  coun¬ 
try  has  been  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government.  When  we  consider  the 
enormous  growth  and  the  power  which 
goes  with  the  ability  to  raise  by  taxes 
$40,000,000,000  and  the.  ability  to  spend 
it,  and  the  influence  which  necessarily 
grows  from  such  ability,  there  is  no 
longer  any  special  interest  in  this  coun¬ 
try  which  can  effectively  oppose  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  of  the  Government.  I 
do  not  mean  that  statement  to  be  taken 
personally.  When  one  looks  over  the 
world  and  sees  what  has  happened  in 
other  nations  in  the  past  20  years,  or 
if  we  go  back  to  ancient  history,  it  has 
always  been  the  executive  who  has 
usurped  and,  in  time,  eliminated  the 
power  of  any  legislative  body.  I  do  not 
want  it  to  be  asserted  that  I  have  abused 
the  President  or  any  member  of  the 
executive  branch  as  having  any  deep- 
laid  design.  I  think  it  is  the  inevitable 
tendency  of  all  executives,  including  our 
own,  to  seek  more  power.  The  genius  of 
our  Government  has  been  the  division  of 
power  into  three  branches.  I  should 
like  to  slow  up  the  process  in  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch,  and  I  would  not  want  to 
lend  my  influence  to  speeding  up  the  in¬ 
fluence  or  power  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Has  it  not  almost 
become  a  common  thing  with  depart- 
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ments  and  agencies  under  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  that  every 
time  any  group  of  citizens,  organized  in 
any  sort  of  an  association,  undertakes  to 
oppose  legislation  desired  by  some  de¬ 
partment  of  the  Government,  that  group 
is  charged  with  being  a  special-interest 
group?  That  applies  to  farmers,  house¬ 
wives,  doctors,  lawyers,  businessmen,  or 
anyone  else.  I  do  not  know  of  anyone 
who  undertakes  to  oppose  legislation  that 
some  administrative  department  wants 
enacted  who  is  not  charged  with  being 
a  member  of  a  special  interest. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  my  colleague  five  more  minutes. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  have  2  or  3  minutes  in 
which  to  mention  one  or  two  other  points. 

I  believe,  as  I  have  said,  there  has  been 
a  misconception  with  regard  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  message  to  Congress.  Also,  as 
I  recall,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  used  a  quotation  in  his  re¬ 
marks,  and  attributed  the  language  to 
the  committee.  Actually  those  were  not 
the  words  of  the  committee  which  were 
being  quoted;  they  were  the  words  cf 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  had  quoted.  It  is  true  that 
the  language  which  was  read  came  from 
the  committee’s  report,  but  the  language 
was  that  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
which  the  committee  was  simply  put¬ 
ting  in  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate.  There  was  no  approval  of  it. 
I  think  that  is  true  as  evidenced  by 
the  following  action  of  the  committee. 
Quite  obviously,  it  is  a  contradiction  to 
have  voted  7  to  3  against  plan  No.  1, 
and  to  have  approved  the  language  which 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  quoted. 
I  think  that  should  clear  up  what  was 
apparently  a  contradiction  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Very  briefly. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  feels  that  the 
telegram  which  was  received  from  the 
distinguished  former  President,  wherein 
he  said  he  supported  plan  No.  1,  is  in 
any  way  a  contradiction  of  what  has 
been  stated. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  was  coming  to 
that  in  my  next  point.  I  wanted  to  men¬ 
tion  his  statement  to  the  committee,  in 
which  he  said: 

I  am  advised  that  special  legislation  will 
be  required — 

And  so  forth.  Since  that  time  we 
know  his  advise  was  erroneous.  The 
best  authorities  available  indicate  that 
there  is  no  justification  for  that  advice. 
Theoretically,  I  think  it  would  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  do  as  Mr.  Hoover  recommended, 
but  practically,  I  do  not  think  there  is 
the  slightest  chance,  if  plan  No.  1  is 
adopted,  that  there  will  ever  be  any  dis¬ 
memberment  of  this  enormous  and  pow¬ 
erful  agency  by  way  of  establishing  an 
independent  medical  administration. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  again  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  ask  the  Senator 
to  read  the  last  sentence  in  Mr.  Hoover’s 
message  in  which  he  points  out  that  al¬ 
though  he  is  supporting  plan  No.  1,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  remainder  of  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  be  carried  out,  which  the 
Senator  says  he  doubts  can,  from  a  prac¬ 
tical  standpoint,  be  carried  out  if  this 
plan  be  adopted. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  Hoover  says 
in  his  telegram: 

I  likewise  supported  plan  No.  1  and  out¬ 
lined  that  the  further  Imperative  steps  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Commission  are  the  sep¬ 
aration  of  all  health  and  labor  agencies  from 
the  new  department  and  reorganization 
of  budgeting,  accounting,  and  personnel 
methods. 

I  think  it  is  obvious,  that  you  cannot 
take  this  step,  and  then  some  time  later 
separate  these  functions. 

I  may  say  for  the  benefit  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  that  much  pressure 
has  been  brcught  to  bear  on  me  regard¬ 
ing  this  matter,  and  I  stated  that  if  we 
were  able  to  offer  an  amendment  to  the 
plan  to  make  it  conform  to  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations,  I  would 
go  along  with  it.  The  Senator  well 
knows  that  we  have  no  choice  in  this 
matter,  and  once  this  step  is  taken  there 
is  no  going  back.  It  would  be  very  sim¬ 
ple,  I  am  sure,  knowing  the  persuasive 
powers  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
to  induce  the  administration  to  bring  in 
a  plan  in  conformity  with  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations,  which  he 
has  said,  I  think,  he  approves  and  wants 
to  have  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  one  more  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  yield  for  one 
more  question. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  was  quite  gen¬ 
erous  in  the  early  part  of  my  remarks 
in  yielding  for  interrogations  from  the 
opposition  to  my  point  of  view.  I  won¬ 
dered  how  we  were  to  interpret  this  tele¬ 
gram,  wherein  former  President  Hoover 
said — and  I  repeat  his  statement : 

In  brief  I  supported  the  President’s  seven 
plans  as  first  steps  on  the  long  road  of  re¬ 
organization  which  only  can  be  carried  out 
by  further  Executive  and  congressional 
action  if  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  are  to  be  fulfilled.  I  likewise  sup¬ 
ported  plan  No.  1 - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Go  ahead;  finish 
the.  sentence. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Oh,  yes — 
and  outlined  that  the  further  imperative 
steps  recommended  by  the  Commission  are 
the  separation  of  all  health  and  labor  agen¬ 
cies  from  the  new  department  and  reorgani¬ 
zation  of  budgeting,  accounting,  and  per¬ 
sonnel  methods. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  is  the  whole 
point. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  former  President  has  said,  in  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  issue  which  is  now  before 
the  Senate,  “I  support  plan  No.  1”?  A 
little  later,  if  we  wish  to  do  something 
else,  perhaps  he  will  support  that,  but 


we  are  not  talking  about  eternity,  we  are 
talking  about  today;  we  are  not  talking 
about  the  future,  but  about  the  present. 
The  immediate  issue  is  plan  No.  1. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  If  the  former 
President  were  here,  faced  with  the  ne¬ 
cessity  of  making  a  decision  which  we 
are  compelled  to  make,  I  think  he  would 
vote  as  I  am  going  to  vote,  namely, 
against  the  plan,  and  wait,  until  next 
January  and  the  submission  of  a  plan 
which  may  be  satisfactory. 

Knowing  something  of  the  Senator’s 
background,  in  a  way,  I  am  quite  sur¬ 
prised  at  his  having  so  little  regard  for 
the  medical  profession  outstanding  as  it 
has  been  in  its  service  throughout  the 
year,  and  efficient  as  it  is  today.  The 
only  real  criticism  I  could  make  of  the 
profession  is  that  there  are  not  enough 
physicians.  In  quality,  they  are  much 
the  best  in  the  world  today,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion,  and  the  criticism  that  there  are  not 
enough  of  them,  to  a  large  extent  goes 
to  the  educational  institutions,  and  the 
lack  of  money.  In  my  State  the  attempt 
to  keep  alive  one  of  the  few  medical  col¬ 
leges  in  the  South  has  almost  broken  us. 
Several  of  our  neighbor  States  do  not 
have  such  schools,  and  that  has  brought 
large  pressure  and  expense  on  us.  To 
me  the  basic  difficulty  with  the  medical 
profession  is  that  there  is  not  a  suffi¬ 
cient  number  of  adequate  high-class 
medical  schools.  I  was  a  little  surprised 
at  the  Senator’s  not  being  more  sympa¬ 
thetic,  and  not  desiring  to  improve,  let 
alone  tear  down,  the  medical  profession. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  has  the  greatest  ad¬ 
miration  for  the  medical  profession  in 
the  practice  of  medicine.  I  acknowledge 
its  great  standing  in  the  healing  art. 
I  believe  it  is  the  greatest  profession  in 
the  world,  and  I  want  nothing  to  jeopar¬ 
dize  it.  It  is  quite  important  that  we  try 
to  keep  the  medical  aspects  of  the  heal¬ 
ing  art  apart  from  the  political  aspects 
of  the  healing  art.  Somehow  or  other 
East  and  West  have  mixed  together  in 
this  proposition.  So  the  difficulty  is  not 
over  medicine,  it  is  over  reorganization. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator 
knows  that  in  England  there  is  some 
mixture  of  politics  and  medicine. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  does  not  want  to  have  in  the 
United  States  the  British  medicine  set¬ 
up. 

Mr.  THYE.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  had  better  stop. 
The  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  em¬ 
phasized  the  point  I  would  bring  out. 
He  said  there  must  be  some  compelling 
reason  for  Plan  No.  1,  and  I  am  unable  to 
find  it.  It  seems  to  me  quite  obvious  the 
burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  moving  par¬ 
ties  in  this  instance.  I  think  they  have 
completely  failed.  When  we  examine 
the  recommendations  of  the  Congress 
in  the  past  and  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  neither  of  which  supports  this  plan, 
I  am  quite  unable  to  see  how  the  burden 
of  proof  on  the  moving  parties,  in  this 
instance  the  administration  has  been 
fulfilled. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  One  further  ques^ 
tion,  a  very  brief  question. 
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Mr.  FULERIGHT.  I  yield,  if  I  have 
the  time. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  was  somewhat 
intrigued  by  the  apparent  feeling  on  the 
part  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  that 
the  former  President  did  not  realize  some 
of  the  difficulties  there  might  be  in  get¬ 
ting  legislation  through  the  Congress.  I 
was  wondering  whether  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  was  trying  to  tell  the  Senate 
that  former  President  Hoover  had  no 
understanding  of  the  legislative  process, 
and  how  difficult  it  might  be  to  get  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  he  has 
many  admirable  qualities,  but  anyone 
who  remembers  what  went  on  in  1931  and 
1932  will  agree  that  his  one  great  failing 
was  that  he  was  unable  to  get  Congress 
to  do  things,  some  of  which  should  have 
been  done,  during  the  2  years  inter¬ 
regnum  when  the  opposite  party  was  in 
control  of  the  Congress,  and  he  was  com¬ 
pletely  stalemated.  I  think  it  is  reason¬ 
able  to  believe  that  he  does  not  realize 
the  difficulties  in  Congress.  One  has  to 
be  here  quite  a  while  to  understand  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  can  understand 
that.  I  infer,  then,  that  the  former  Pres¬ 
ident  has  not  learned  anything  about  the 
legislative  process. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  believe 
he  was  thinking  about  that  particular 
aspect.  He  was  trying  to  look  at  the 
matter  objectively,  and  I  do  not  think 
that  subject  was  particularly  in  his 
mind. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  19  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
take  it  that  in  the  Senate,  as  well  as 
throughout  the  country,  there  is  over¬ 
whelming  support  for  the  objectives  of 
the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Departments.  There  are  many 
of  us,  I  know,  who  have  pledged  ourselves 
to  a  faithful  pursuit  of  its  recommenda¬ 
tions  because  we  recognize  that  its  pur¬ 
poses  can  be  accomplished  only  if  its 
plan  is  taken  as  a  whole. 

The  question  with  which  many  Sena¬ 
tors  are  now  wrestling  is  whether  or  not 
one’s  action  on  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
1  will  compromise  his  support  of  the 
Commission’s  purposes  and  recommen¬ 
dations. 

On  June  21,  the  day  after  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  was  submitted  to  Con¬ 
gress,  I  addressed  the  Senate  and  at¬ 
tempted  to  analyze  it,  together  with  the 
six  other  plans  which  had  come  before  us. 
My  general  conclusion  with  respect  to 
them  was  that  they  represented  short¬ 
comings  rather  than  deviations  from  the 
Commission  blueprint,  and  I  expressed 
my  disappointment  that  a  more  vigorous 
attack  upon  the  reorganization  problem 
had  not  been  reflected  in  them. 

At  that  time  I  suggested  hearings  on 
the  various  plans,  so  that  their  deficien¬ 
cies  might  be  explored  and  evaluated. 
The  governing  question  in  those  hearings 
became  one  of  whether  or  not  the  short¬ 
comings  were  so  vital  as  to  defeat  the 
Commission’s  purposes.  I  have  been 
forced  to  a  conclusion  that  the  short¬ 


comings  in  plan  No.  1  are  so  vital  that 
its  adoption  would  be  inconsistent  with 
the  objectives  of  the  Hoover  blueprint. 

The  creation  of  a  new  executive  de¬ 
partment  with  cabinet  status,  for  certain 
of  the  welfare  functions  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  is  not  a  novel  idea  and  it  was  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  Hoover  Commission. 

The  important  contribution  of  the 
Commission  in  studying  this  matter, 
however,  was  a  recommendation  that  in 
the  creation  of  the  new  department  there 
be  a  separation  from  it  of  all  health  and 
labor  agencies. 

The  reasoning  behind  that  recommen¬ 
dation  was  clear.  It  was  not  desirable 
that  there  should  be  a  confusion  and 
possible  subordination  of  functions  in 
giving  paramount  consideration  to  the 
elevation  of  education  and  social  security 
functions. 

The  Commission’s  recommended  des¬ 
ignation  for  the  new  department,  as  a 
Department  of  Education  and  Social 
Security,  clearly  reflects  its  purposes. 

The  present  plan  does  not  make  the 
separation  of  functions  which  was  called 
for  by  the  Commission.  It  has  become 
evident  that  the  separations  called  for, 
notably  in  the  field  of  health  administra¬ 
tion,  will  be  most  vigorously  resisted. 

Because  that  separation  is  at  the  heart 
of  the  Commission’s  recommendations 
the  plan  cannot  be  considered  consistent 
with  those  recommendations. 

It  has  been  submitted,  of  course,  that 
separation  can  be  made  later.  But  there 
is  no  way  in  which  we  can  now  approve 
the  plan  contingent  upon  the  separation 
being  made.  We  must  accept  or  reject 
the  plan  as  a  whole. 

Due  consideration  should  nevertheless 
be  given  to  the  contingent  possibilities.  I 
think  a  realistic  appraisal  of  the  situa¬ 
tion  proves  that  contingency  is  a  remote 
possibility. 

Since,  as  it  has  been  pointed  out,  the 
separation  can  be  accomplished  by  execu¬ 
tive  authority,  we  might  have  expected 
that  it  would  have  been  encompassed  in 
plan  No.  1.  It  was  not.  Therefore 
I  believe  it  is  fair  to  say  that  it  will  not 
be  accomplished  under  a  reorganization 
plan. 

If  it  were  the  President’s  intention 
later  to  direct  the  separation  we  could 
have  expected  some  indication  of  that 
fact  from  him  for  our  guidance  at  the 
present  ■  time.  We  have  had  no  such 
indication.  In  fact  I  think  the  letter 
which  the  President  addressed  to  the  Vice 
President  and  which  was  read  to  the 
Senate,  indicates  to  the  contrary.  The 
conclusion  must  be  that  the  President 
does  not  favor  the  separation  of  func¬ 
tions  contemplated  in  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  reports. 

That  conclusion  seriously  affects  the 
other  possibility  for  accomplishing  sepa¬ 
ration  by  legislative  action.  If  the  Presi¬ 
dent  disapproves  of  the  separation  in 
which  we  believe — in  which  at  least  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  believes — legisla¬ 
tion  calling  for  it  is  subject  to  his  veto 
and  his  veto  will  require  a  two-thirds  vote 
in  both  Houses  to  overcome  it. 

If  by  our  rejection  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  the  purposes  of  the  Hoov¬ 
er  Commission  are  in  any  way  retarded 
Members  of  the  Senate  need  not  let  their 


responsibility  weigh  heavily  upon  them. 
The  fact  is  that  in  this  instance  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Commission,  insofar  as  the 
establishment  of  the  new  executive  de¬ 
partment  is  concerned,  are  the  victims  of 
the  President’s  piecemeal  approach  to 
the  problem. 

I  submit  that  a  vote  to  disapprove  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  is  merely 
an  insistence  that  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  recommendations  be  followed  faith¬ 
fully. 

To  that  end  a  vote  against  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  cannot  compromise 
one’s  support  for  the  Commission  but 
will  be  an  emphatic  recording  of  one’s 
support  for  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  KefauverI. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee  is  recognized  for 
5  minutes. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  dur¬ 
ing  the  day  I  have  listened  very  closely 
to  the  debate,  the  pros  and  cons  of  this 
issue  as  to  whether  this,  the  first  pro¬ 
gram  of  reorganization  pursuant  to  the 
Hoover  recommendations,  shall  be  ac¬ 
cepted  or  rejected  and  killed  by  the 
United  States  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  we  have  for  a  number 
of  years  had  a  great  demand  in  this 
country  that  there  be  a  successful  reor¬ 
ganization  of  the  executive  branch  of 
our  Government  in  the  interest  of  eco¬ 
nomy  and  efficiency.  The  overburdened 
taxpayers  have  demanded,  and  rightly 
so,  that  we  secure  more  economy  and 
avoid  overlapping  and  duplication  in  our 
governmental  structure.  The  investiga¬ 
tions  which  were  conducted  very  patriot¬ 
ically  by  former  President  Mr.  Herbert 
Hoover  and  a  distinguished  group  of 
Americans  who  were  well  versed  with  the 
structure  and  function  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  its  various  departments,  upon 
which  they  made  their  recommendations 
after  a  long  and  tedious  task,  have 
brought  before  Congress  and  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  the  most  complete  and  com¬ 
prehensive  plan  for  the  reorganization  of 
the  departments  of  our  Government  that 
we  have  ever  had. 

These  reorganization  plans  represent 
in  my  opinion  a  real  hope  of  saving  some 
money  to  the  taxpayers  by  way  of  elim¬ 
ination  of  duplicating  functions,  and  see¬ 
ing  to  it  that  our  departments  are 
streamlined  and  organized  so  they  can 
function  well.  These  reorganization 
plans  are  our  only  opportunities  of  econ¬ 
omy  unless  we  drastically  abolish  agen¬ 
cies  and  cut  down  on  their  functions. 

It  has  been  stated  in  the  hearings,  and 
I  have  not  found  anything  to  contradict 
it,  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  would 
save  $581,000  this  year,  and  that  next 
year  it  would  save  three-quarters  of  a 
million  dollars  to  the  Government.  As  I 
understand,  the  savings  would  come 
about  by  reason  of  having  a  consolida¬ 
tion  of  the  records,  of  having  a  steno¬ 
graphic  pool,  and  by  doing  away  with  the 
overlapping  of  personnel  and  functions 
which  we  have  in  the  various  depart¬ 
ments  which  are  actually  now  under  the 
Federal  Security  Agency.  I  fear,  Mr. 
President,  that  if  the  proposed  reorgan¬ 
ization  goes  by  the  board  it  is  going  to 
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set  the  pattern,  so  that  the  other  reor¬ 
ganization  plans  prepared  as  the  result 
of  the  Hoover  recommendations  are 
going  to  lose  out.  This  plan  is  recom¬ 
mended  by  Mr.  Hoover  in  every  respect 
except  as  to  the  name  of  the  department. 
He  ought  to  know  whether  it  is  worth 
while,  and  I  have  never  heard  of  Mr. 
Hoover  advocating  socialized  medicine. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  issue  involved 
were  socialized  medicine,  if  I  thought  the 
reorganization  plan  were  going  to  lead 
to  socialized  medicine,  that  it  would 
cause  socialized  medicine  to  come  to  this 
country  or  would  have  any  tendency  to 
do  so,  I  would  oppose  it,  and  unequivo¬ 
cally  so,  because  I  have  the  highest  re¬ 
spect  for  the  medical  profession  of  the 
Nation  and  for  the  great  progress  that 
profession  has  made.  I  would  not  favor 
any  step  which  I  thought  might  be  in  the 
direction  of  socialized  medicine.  I  can¬ 
not  see  that  the  plan  has  anything  what¬ 
soever  to  do  with  socialized  medicine. 

I  saw  a  chart  a  few  minutes  ago,  to 
which  I  should  like  to  refer.  The  Office 
of  Public  Health  Service  is  now  under  the 
Federal  Security  Administrator.  It 
would  be  under  the  Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare  if  the  new  reorganization  plan  were 
adopted.  The  only  difference  would  be 
that  some  of  the  duplication  of  records 
and  of  functions  would  be  eliminated,  so 
that  money  could  be  saved,  and  so  that 
we  might  have  a  better  Public  Health 
Service.  I  have  joined  Representative 
Priest,  of  Tennessee,  and  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill],  and  other 
Members  of  the  Senate  in  working  for  an 
expanded  and  a  better  Public  Health 
Service  in  the  belief  that  by  doing  so  we 
might  carry  some  additional  service  to 
persons  who  need  it  and  who  do  not  have 
funds  to  pay  a  private  physician,  partic¬ 
ularly  in  the  field  in  which  the  Public 
Health  Service  operates.  I  think  a  bet¬ 
ter  public-health  program  would  be  a 
deterrent  to  anything  that  might  lead  to 
socialized  medicine.  So,  Mr.  President, 
it  does  not  make  any  difference  whether 
the  plan  is  adopted  or  not;  the  Public 
Health  Service  will  be  in  the  same  place 
it  is  now,  and  will  operate  in  the  same 
field  in  which  it  is  now  operating. 

Mr.  President,  I  take  it  that  if  John 
Jones,  whom  nobody  knew,  were  thought 
to  be  the  one  who  would  be  appointed 
Administrator  of  the  Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare,  the  opposition  to  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  would  vanish.  In  the  first 
place,  no  one  knows  that  Oscar  Ewing  is 
going  to  be  the  Administrator  of  the  new 
department.  No  one  knows  that  the 
President  will  nominate  him.  In  the 
second  place,  it  is  a  matter  for  the  United 
States  Senate  to  decide,  if  he  is  nomi¬ 
nated,  whether  or  not  he  will  be  con¬ 
firmed. 

In  the  third  place,  so  long  as  the 
President  of  the  United  States  is  insist¬ 
ing  upon  some  national  health  program, 
it  is  unlikely  to  assume  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  is  going  to  put 
in  charge  of  that  program  someone  who 
is  opposed  to  his  policies  and  principles. 

This  would  be  true  regardless  of 
whether  this  department  is  established 
or  whether  a  department  such  as  the  one 


recommended  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  Fulbricht]  is  set  up. 

It  has  been  thought  that  an  eminent 
doctor  should  be  placed  in  charge  of  a 
program  of  this  kind,  if  there  is  to  be  a 
health  department.  I  know  of  many 
physicians  who  would  be  very  capable  in 
such  a  position,  but  I  think  the  attention 
of  the  Senate  should  be  called  to  the  fact 
that  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  for 
the  Nation’s  Health,  which  has  been  the 
principal  organization  supporting  the 
national  health-insurance  program,  is  a 
prominent  physician,  twice  president  of 
the  Massachusetts  Medical  Society,  and 
that  he  was  for  the  program  which  has 
been  proposed  by  President  Truman,  and 
which  I  have  always  opposed.  So  if  a 
physician  were  selected  he  would  un¬ 
fortunately  probably  be  one  who  sup¬ 
ports  the  pending  health-insurance  plan. 

It  seems  to  me  that,  all  in  all,  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  individual  views  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]  in  ex¬ 
pressing  her  individual  opinion  sum¬ 
marizes  this  question  about  as  well  as 
any  brief  statement  I  have  seen.  I  wish 
to  read  into  the  Record  a  portion  of  what 
the  Senator  from  Maine  said: 

I  would  summarize  my  conclusions  less 
eloquently  and  more  briefly  by  observing  that 
(1)  the  plan  follows  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendations  as  far  as  it  goes;  (2)  the 
issue  is  not  socialized  medicine  as  some  would 
have  us  believe — were  this  true  I  would  op¬ 
pose  the  plan  because  I  am  opposed  to  social¬ 
ized  medicine;  (3)  the  issue  is  not  one  of 
personalities  but  rather  one  of  principle— 
the  plan  itself  is  more  important  than  Mr. 
Oscar  Ewing  or  any  other  individual;  and 
(4)  perfection  and  unanimous  agreement 
will  never  be  obtained  at  the  outset  on  any 
plan  of  reorganization — but  lack  of  perfec¬ 
tion  and  unanimity  should  not  be  permitted 
to  prevent  a  start  on  improvement  and  this 
plan  is  definitely  a  start  on  improvement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  have  2  minutes  more? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  shortage  of  time,  I  yield  1  ad¬ 
ditional  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  this 
matter  is  bigger  than,  any  one  individual. 
It  is  a  matter  of  efficiency  and  economy. 
I  know  of  several  department  heads 
whom  I  do  not  like.  Selfishly,  I  would 
not  want  to  see  them  given  any  greater 
power.  But,  after  all,  we  cannot  refuse 
to  appropriate  for  the  departments 
merely  because  we  do  not  like  the  heads 
of  certain  departments.  We  cannot  af¬ 
ford  not  to  give  them  sufficient  tools  to 
do  their  job  merely  because  we  do  not 
like  them.  I  think  the  great  issue  is 
whether  we  are  going  to  follow  generally 
the  reorganization  program  proposed  by 
former  President  Hoover  and  his  Com¬ 
mission,  and  try  to  get  more  economy  and 
efficiency  in  our  Federal  Government. 

I  greatly  fear  that  if  we  reject  this 
program,  they  will  all  be  rejected.  I  do 
not  believe  that  this  plan  has  any  con¬ 
nection  whatsoever  with  socialized  medi¬ 
cine.  That  is  a  program  which  can  only 
be  adopted  by  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  It  can  be  embarked  upon  only 
if  the  Congress  agrees  to  it.  That  pro¬ 


gram  has  now  been  defeated,  and  for  the 
time  being,  at  least,  the  President  ad¬ 
mits  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of 
my  remarks  two  paragraphs  from  a  very 
able  statement  by  Representative  Clar¬ 
ence  Brown  of  Ohio  in  support  of  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1.  We  know  that 
Congressman  Brown,  Senators  Hoey, 
Lodge,  Ellender,  and  others  would  not 
support  it,  if  it  were  derogatory  of  the 
welfare  of  the  medical  profession. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

I  want  to  say  to  any  of  you  who  may  not 
think  the  President  is  sincere,  or  who  may 
not  believe  that  he  is  going  through  with 
most  of  the  Commission’s  reorganization 
plans,  that  if  you  want  to  give  him  a  beauti¬ 
ful  opportunity  to  get  out  from  under  the 
responsibility  of  keeping  his  word,  acting  in 
good  faith,  and  doing  the  things  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  want  him  to  do  in  connection 
with  the  Hoover  Commission  report,  then  just 
vote  for  this  resolution,  Harry  Truman  is 
not  dumb  politically,  and  if  you  vote  for 
this  resolution,  if  you  adopt  this  resolution 
and  reject  this  reorganization  plan,  then  the 
President,  if  he  is  not  sincere — and  I  do  not 
question  his  sincerity — can  immediately 
throw  up  his  hands  and  say  to  the  country, 
“Well,  I  tried  to  reorganize  the  Government 
and  get  a  little  economy  and  efliciency  into 
the  conduct  of  public  business,  but  that  ter¬ 
rible  Congress  up  on  Capitol  Hill  and.  the 
vicious  business  interests  of  the  country 
would  not  let  me.  There  is  no  use  to  try 
further.” 

Then  it  is  the  Congress  and  you  who  will 
take  the  heat,  and  not  the  President  of  the 
United  States.  In  my  opinion  it  is  just  fool¬ 
ish,  asinine,  and  silly  to  refuse  to  give  him 
at  least  the  opportunity  to  carry  out  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations  and  to 
go  along  with  them  in  substance  as  he  has 
said  he  would  do.  If  he  fails  to  do  so,  then 
he  is  the  one  who  will  be  responsible;  but 
if  we  refuse  to  give  him  that  opportunity  he 
will  place  the  responsibility  squarely  on  us, 
and  on  some  of  our  business  friends  back 
home  who,  I  am  afraid,  have  not  been  quite 
as  wise  as  they  have  been  active.  I  am  grow¬ 
ing  a  little  tired  of  hearing  a  lot  of  talk  and 
receiving  a  lot  of  letters  saying,  “We  want 
the  Congress  to  do  something  about  this  ter¬ 
rible  waste  and  extravagance.  We  want  some 
economy  in  Government.’  Then,  when  we 
try  to  do  something  about  it  the  very  same 
folks  too  often  come  right  back  and  say, 
“Yes,  let  us  have  economy,  but  not  in  the 
activity  we  are  interested  in.  Let  us  get  it 
somewhere  else,  but  do  not  interfere  with 
what  we  want.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper], 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States,  in  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  1,  has  proposed  to  make 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  into  a  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare.  The  plan  has  al¬ 
ready  been  approved  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  controversy  is 
now  whether  the  activities  dealing  with 
health  should  be  included  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare,  or  whether  they  should 
be  set  aside  in  some  specially  created 
and  constituted  health  agency. 
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In  the  report  of  the  majority,  filed  by 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  on  behalf  of  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments,  the  following  appears: 

Establishment  of  a  Department  of  Welfare 
was  first  recommended  by  President  Harding 
in  1923.  President  Hoover  recommended  es¬ 
tablishment  of  a  Department  of  Welfare 
in  1932,  as  did  President  Roosevelt’s  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Administrative  Management  in 
1937.  President  Truman  recommended  the 
creation  of  a  department  In  1946,  and  again 
in  1947  and  1948. 

The  Federal  Security  Agency  was  estab¬ 
lished  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  under 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1939.  As  expressed 
in  President  Roosevelt’s  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  the  FSA  included  “those  agencies  of 
the  Government,  the  major  purposes  of 
which  are  to  promote  the  social  and  economic 
security,  educational  opportunity  and  the 
health  of  the  Nation.” 

So  I  call  attention  to  the  fact  that 
President  Roosevelt,  under  reorganiza¬ 
tion  authority  provided  by  the  Congress, 
grouped  together  the  same  three  agen¬ 
cies,  security,  education,  and  health.  In 
other  words,  President  Truman  has 
simply  followed  the  grouping  of  agencies 
which  President  Roosevelt  followed  un¬ 
der  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1939. 

Let  us  see  what  some  of  our  colleagues 
have  proposed.  I  read  again  from  the 
report  submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas: 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1946  trans¬ 
ferred  additional  activities  related  to  welfare 
to  FSA. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments  in  1947  reported 
favorably  S.  140  (Senators  Fuleright  and 
Taft),  which  would  have  established  a  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Security. 

In  other  words,  not  only  has  President 
Truman  grouped  the  agencies  of  Secu¬ 
rity,  Health,  and  Education  together  in¬ 
to  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  but  two 
of  the  distinguished  Senators  who  some¬ 
how  find  themselves  opposed  to  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  themselves  pro- 
prosed  to  group  together  the  three  agen¬ 
cies  of  Security,  Health,  and  Education 
in  the  plan  which  they  proposed  under 
Senate  bill  140.  The  major  difference  is 
a  minor  one.  In  their  bill,  S.  140,  they 
provided  an  Under  Secretary  for  each 
of  the  three  agencies,  while  in  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  three  Assistant 
Secretaries  and  an  Under  Secretary  are 
provided. 

The  House  of  Representatives  has  ap¬ 
proved  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.  This 
is  the  first  reorganization  plan  proposed 
by  the  President  under  the  authority  of 
the  Congress  to  come  before  the  Senate 
for  its  action. 

The  people  of  the  country  are  general¬ 
ly  in  favor  of  the  Hoover  proposals  for 
increased  efficiency  in  our  Government. 
I  am  not  one  of  those  who  advocate 
what  I  believe  to  be  false  economy,  name¬ 
ly,  the  cutting  out  of  functions  which 
are  valuable  in  the  public  interest. 
Everyone  is  in  favor  of  every  possible 
bit  of  efficiency  and  of  the  elimination 
of  overlapping  and  duplication  in  the 
executive  agencies  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  the  health  pro¬ 
vision  that  is  on  trial.  It  is  the  Senate 
that  is  on  trial  before  the  country. 


Shall  the  headlines  of  tomorrow  carry 
the  message  that  the  United  States  Sen¬ 
ate  repudiates  the  first  effort  to  save 
money  by  efficiency  and  the  proper 
grouping  of  agencies  under  a  responsible 
head,  or  shall  we  show  the  country  by  our 
favorable  action  that  we  propose  to  go 
ahead  with  the  effort  to  make  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government  the  most 
effective  agency  possible? 

Mr.  PEPPER  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
there  be  printed  immediately  concluding 
my  remarks  some  material  which  I  did 
not  have  time  to  finish. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  President,  as  some  of  the  Senators  are 
aware,  this  debate  was  opened  yesterday 
afternoon  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Ohio,  quite  unexpectedly.  As  you  know,  and 
as  all  of  us  have  known  for  the  past  week, 
the  debate  was  scheduled  for  today.  But  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  opened  it  yesterday  in¬ 
stead,  all  by  himself,  with  no  opposition,  but 
with  occasional  supporting  questions  and 
comments  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas.  Both,  as  you  know,  are  sponsors 
of  the  resolution  we  are  debating  now,  a  reso¬ 
lution  to  kill  the  first  reorganization  plan 
submitted  by  the  President  to  carry  out  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations. 

Many  of  you,  no  doubt,  have  seen  the  re¬ 
ports  of  the  Senator’s  speech  in  the  news¬ 
papers,  and  perhaps  there  is  no  need  for  me 
to  review  it  for  you.  However,  having  read 
the  report  of  it  in  the  Recobd  this  morning, 
and  having  admired  the  impressive  news¬ 
paper  accounts  of  it,  X  have  concluded  that  it 
was  a  speech  of  such  importance  that  I  should 
call  it  especially  to  your  attention.  X  should 
hate  to  think  that  any  Senator  interested  in 
this  important  problem  would  miss  an  ad¬ 
dress  of  such  significance  simply  because  it 
was  delivered  without  advance  notice. 

The  Senator  offered  what  seemed  to  me  a 
rather  curious  explanation  as  to  why  he  felt 
compelled  to  rush  into  the  arena  yesterday 
and  speak  at  a  time  when  there  was  no  op¬ 
position,  although  ample  time  already  had 
been  scheduled  for  debate  today,  with  both 
sides  represented.  He  felt  called  upon,  it 
appears,  to  rebuke  the  President  of  the 
United  States  for  writing  a  letter  to  the  Vice 
President  of  the  United  States,  expressing  the 
hope  that  the  Senate  would  allow  the  first 
two  reorganization  plans  in  pursuance  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations  to  be¬ 
come  law. 

By  this  act,  he  said,  the  President  was  at¬ 
tempting  to  intervene  in  the  legislative  proc¬ 
ess.  Mr.  President,  methinks  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Ohio  doth  protest  too 
much.  While  the  present  incumbent  of  the 
White  House  does  enjoy  the  privileges  of  the 
Senate,  being  a  former  Member  of  this  body, 
I  am  not  aware  that  his  privileges  include 
the  right  to  vote.  Therefore,  he  cannot  in¬ 
tervene  in  that  way.  As  for  the  danger  that 
an  expression  of  opinion  by  the  President 
might  prove  irresistably  persuasive,  either  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  or  to  the  Senate  as  a 
whole — that,  Mr.  President,  is  less  a  danger 
than  a  remote  and  distant  hope  to  be  cher¬ 
ished  by  those  of  us  who  agree  with  his 
philosophy. 

But  there  is  another  possibility,  and  I  won¬ 
der  if  this  is  not  what  was  so  disturbing  to 
the  Senator  from  Ohio.  In  this  particular 
case — and  I  wish  it  were  true  more  fre¬ 
quently— the  President  put  into  words  what 
actually  was  the  opinion  of  most  of  the 
members  of  the  Senate,  as  well  as  of  the  vast 
majority  of  the  American  people.  Certainly 
as  far  as  the  voters  are  concerned,  there  is 
no  doubt  whatever  that  support  for  these 
reorganization  plans  is  widespread,  very 
strong,  and  extremely  persistent.  And  un¬ 


doubtedly  the  President’s  letter,  which  was 
printed  by  the  newspapers,  struck  a  high 
responsive  chord  among  the  people  who  send 
us  here  to  represent  them. 

How  did  the  senior  Senator  from  Ohio 
respond,  in  his  lonely  but  widely  publicized 
colloquy  with  the  junior  Senator  from 
Arkansas?  His  remarks  deserve  careful  at¬ 
tention,  it  seems  to  me,  for  two  principal 
reasons: 

First,  because  the  Senator  from  Ohio  is  not 
only  an  extremely  able  man,  but  because  he 
apparently  has  assumed  the  position  of  fore¬ 
most  spokesman  against  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1,  which  we  now  have  under  considera¬ 
tion;  and 

Second,  because  the  speech  he  delivered 
here  yesterday  revealed,  in  clear  and  concise 
detail,  all  of  the  contradictions,  the  illogic, 
the  insupportable  weakness  of  the  whole 
argument  for  the  veto  resolution  which  we 
are  asked  to  approve.  It  proved,  better  than 
I  can  do,  the  case  that  has  been  made  by  the 
President,  the  only  living  ex-President,  and 
by  every  witness  who  testified  in  committee 
except  for  the  spokesmen  for  organized  medi¬ 
cine  and  the  sponsors  of  the  veto  resolution. 

Ijet  us  review  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man’s  spe'ech,  point  by  point. 

Categorically  and  without  reservation,  he 
asserts  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  "flies 
in  the  face  of  the  recommendations”  of  the 
Hoover  Commission. 

I  have  great  admiration  for  Senator  Taft  s 
accomplishments,  but  I  submit  that  Mr. 
Herbert  Hoover  is  a  better  authority  as  to 
whether  any  reorganization  plan  is  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations.  He  testified  in  committee  that 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  and  all  the  other 
six  plans,  were  “in  substantial  accord"  with 
those  recommendations,  and  he  urged  that 
all  of  them  be  allowed  to  become  law. 

Now,  Mr.  Hoover  was  well  aware  that  Plan 
No.  1  does  not  carry  out  all  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  recommendations  affecting  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  which  is  the  sole  ground 
on  which  the  Senator’s  unqualified  denun¬ 
ciation  rests.  Both  men  are  in  full  posses¬ 
sion  of  the  same  macts.  Yet  Senator  Taft 
suggests  a  sinister  explanation  for  them:  By 
failing  to  set  up  an  independent  hospital 
and  public  health  agency  as  recommended  by 
the  Commission,  and  by  failing  to  transfer 
the  Public  Health  Service  to  it,  he  asserts, 
as  if  there  were  no  question  about  it,  that 
Plan  No.  1  actually  will  “make  impossible 
for  years  to  come  the  cariying  out  of  the 
Commission’s  recommendations.” 

Mr.  Hoover,  on  the  other  hand — and  after 
all,  he  was  the  Chairman  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission — not  only  sees  nothing  sinister,  but 
carefully  explains  that,  according  to  the  best 
judgment  of  the  Hoover  Commission’s  own 
lawyers,  the  President  has  no  authority  to 
establish  the  United  Medical  Administration. 
All  of  this,  Mr.  President,  is  in  the  published 
hearings  of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments.  Mr.  Hoover 
testified  at  length  there  on  June  30,  1949. 
If  you  will  read  his  testimony,  you  will  see 
that  he  took  great  pains  to  explain  this  point 
and  make  it  clear,  restating  and  repeating 
it  time  after  time  in  answer  to  questions  by 
committee  members.  It  is  all  summarized 
in  the  minority  report  filed  by  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  and  concurred  in 
by  the  Junior  Senator  from  Maine.  I  be¬ 
lieve  every  Senator  has  a  copy  of  that  minor¬ 
ity  report.  You  will  find  several  exact  quota¬ 
tions  from  Mr.  Hoover’s  testimony  begin¬ 
ning  at  the  middle  of  page  4  and  down  to  the 
middle  of  page  5.  As  you  will  see,  he  made 
it  quite  clear  that  the  proposed  United  Med¬ 
ical  Administration  could  be  established  only 
by  the  Congress,  by  specific  legislation. 

But  the  Senator  from  Ohio  will  accept  the 
opinion  of  no  one,  apparently,  byi  that  of 
the  Senator  from  Ohio.  Completely  un¬ 
daunted,  he  brushes  the  chairman  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  aside  and  passes  his  own 
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Judgment.  “That,”  he  said  of  Mr.  Hoover’s 
testimony,  “is  absolutely  untrue.” 

Then  Mr.  President,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Ohio  reveals  a  curious  and  unwonted 
lack  of  information  on  which  to  base  such 
unswerving  opinions  in  the  face  of  such 
weighty  authority.  I  must  admit  that  it  baf¬ 
fles  me,  knowing  the  Senator  as  I  do  and 
knowing  the  well-deserved  reputation  he  has 
for  precise  and  accurate  information  on  all 
subjects.  But  this  is  what  he  says,  and  it  is 
a  very  curious  remark  under  the  circum¬ 
stances  : 

“If  the  Federal  Security  Agency  can  be 
made  a  department  without  any  special  ref¬ 
erence  in  the  reorganization  act,  then  cer¬ 
tainly  the  Public  Health  Service  can  be  made 
a  separate  medical  administration  to  which 
other  functions  can  be  transferred.  I  think,” 
he  goes  on,  “That  many  Senators  did  not 
realize  that  a  new  department  could  be  cre¬ 
ated  under  the  reorganization  act  *  *  *. 

But  if  that  power  was  given,  certainly  the 
power  was  given  to  take  the  Public  Health 
Service  out  and  set  up  a  separate  medical 
administration.” 

Now,  that  statement  comprises  two  major 
and  incomprehensible  errors. 

First,  it  is  evident  that  the  Senator  did  not 
familiarize  himself  with  the  legislative  his¬ 
tory  of  the  reorganization  act,  did  not  read 
the  report  which  accompanied  it  from  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  did  not  hear  the  explanation  of 
it  which  was  given  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Arkansas,  and 
did  not  read,  or  remember,  any  of  the  numer¬ 
ous  accounts  of  it  in  the  press  at  the  time. 
Otherwise,  he  would  have  known  that  the 
Senate  committee  deliberately  changed  the 
original  reorganization  bill,  S.  526,  so  as  to 
eliminate  the  prohibition  agaisnt  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  executive  departments  by  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan.  Had  he  investigated,  he  also  would 
have  learned  that  the  President  net  only  did 
not  ask  that  this  be  done,  but  was  not  at 
first  in  favor  of  it.  He  would  have  learned, 
too,  that  the  Senate  conferees  prevailed  on 
this  point  in  conference,  and  that  the  clear 
understanding  on  the  part  of  everyone  con¬ 
cerned  was  that  the  Senate  committee  in¬ 
tended  that  the  President  should  use  this 
means  for  converting  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  into  a  Department  of  Welfare.  And 
he  would  have  learned  that  on  the  basis  of 
this  understanding,  debate  already  scheduled 
in  the  other  House  on  a  bill  to  create  such 
a  department  was  canceled.  Finally,  he 
would  hardly  have  made  the  wholly  unfair 
inference,  as  he  did  in  his  speech  yesterday, 
that  the  President  was  somehow  “pulling  a 
fast  one”  on  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States.  I  feel  confident  of  this,  for  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator,  I  am  sure,  would  never 
knowingly  employ  a  false  suggestion  in  or¬ 
der  to  discredit  legislation  he  opposes. 

The  second  major  error  also  can  be  ex¬ 
plained  by  a  lack  of  research.  The  Senator 
is  a  very  busy  man.  However,  had  he  read 
the  Hoover  Commission  report  on  medical 
activities,  the  task-force  report  on  the  same 
subject,  and  the  supplement  to  the  task- 
force  report,  he  would  have  spared  himself 
the  embarrassment  of  several  errors.  It  is 
conceivable,  in  fact,  that  he  would  not  have 
become  a  sponsor  of  this  veto  resolution  if 
he  had  first  looked  into  all  of  the  facts. 

The  suggestion  that  the  only  step  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  this  recommendation  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  is  to  establish  the 
Public  Health  Service  as  an  independent 
medical  administration  and  transfer  other 
functions  to  it  cannot  have  been  derived 
from  any  part  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
reports.  The  Hoover  Commission  came  to 
two  different  conclusions  on  this  subject, 
neither  of  which  bears  the  slightest  resem¬ 
blance  to  the  proposal  mentioned  by  Senator 
Taft.  The  Public  Health  Service  is  involved 
in  both,  to  be  sure,  but  the  resemblance 
ends  there. 


As  those  who  have  read  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  reports  are  aware,  the  Commission 
at  first  decided  to  recommend  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  a  Department  of  Welfare  almost  pre¬ 
cisely  like  the  department  to  be  established 
by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  except  that 
the  health  functions  would  include  not  only 
the  present  Public  Health  Service,  but  almost 
all  of  the  veterans’  and  armed  forces’  hos¬ 
pitals  and  virtually  all  the  other  Govern¬ 
ment  medical  activities.  The  task  force 
made  its  report,  based  on  this  decision,  in 
November  1948,  and  it  was  published  in 
January  1949.  Then  the  Commission  be¬ 
came  embroiled  in  the  whirlpool  of  medical 
politics,  and  finally  changed  its  decision.  In 
conformity  with  this  change  of  direction, 
the  task  force  filed  a  supplementary  report, 
which  was  published  in  March.  This  merely 
lifted  the  entire  medical  function,  as  ar¬ 
ranged  in  the  first  report,  out  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  Department  of  Welfare  and  into  a  pro¬ 
posed  United  Medical  Administration. 

According  to  the  lawyers  who  studied  the 
problem,  however,  and  with  whom  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio  so  confidently  disagrees, 
neither  of  these  proposals  could  be  carried 
out  by  reorganization  plan.  The  reason  they 
give  is  that  the  various  commissioned  and 
noncommissioned  medical  corps  of  the 
armed  forces,  the  Veterans’  Administration, 
and  the  Public  Health  Service  could  not  be 
organized  into  a  single,  united  service  with¬ 
out  entirely  new  legislation.  Each  is  set 
up  today  under  separate  statutory  provi¬ 
sions,  with  different  salary  scales,  different 
recruitment  systems,  different  promotion 
and  rating  systems,  and  many  other  diver¬ 
gencies,  all  spelled  out  in  law.  Yet  in  chap¬ 
ter  XI  of  the  main  task-force  report,  dealing 
with  personnel  policies,  the  very  first  point 
to  be  stressed  is  that  the  organization  of  a 
single  career  service  is  requisite  to  the  proj¬ 
ect.  This  could  not  be  organized  by  execu¬ 
tive  action,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  new 
legislation. 

This,  Mr.  President,  is  what  Mr.  Hoover 
was  talking  about  when  he  said  it  would  be 
impossible  for  the  President  to  establish  the 
United  Medical  Administration  by  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan.  Obviously,  he  cannot  transfer 
-the  Public  Health  Service  to  that  agency 
until  it  exists.  This  is  what  Mr.  Hoover 
meant  when  he  said — and  I  will  quote  him: 
“It  is  no  criticism  of  the  President’s  plan  to 
point  out  that  those  bureaus  cannot  be 
transferred  at  the  present  moment.” 

For  my  part,  I  am  willing  to  take  Mr. 
Hoover’s  word  about  that. 

But  my  friend,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Ohio,  is  still  not  satisfied.  He  has 
read  a  letter  from  the  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing,  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments,  written  in  an¬ 
swer  to  the  chairman’s  inquiry,  in  which 
he  expresses  his  opposition  to  the  United 
Medical  Administration  proposal. 

It  should  be  made  clear  at  this  point  that 
Mr.  Ewing  is  only  one  of  many  who  oppose 
this  recommendation,  which  was  the  com¬ 
promise  result  of  a  profound  disagreement 
within  the  Hoover  Commission  itself.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  express  an 
honest  opinion,  and  I  can  see  no  justifica¬ 
tion  whatsoever  for  the  attacks  that  have 
been  made  upon  Mr.  Ewing  solely  because 
he  made  no  attempt  to  evade  this  issue.  Eva¬ 
sion  would  have  been  to  his  advantage.  He 
might  have  avoided,  thereby,  some  of  these 
unfair,  unfounded,  and  often  vicious  assaults. 
Personally,  I  wish  we  had  more  public  ser¬ 
vants  who  valued  integrity  above  personal 
advantage. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  President,  Mr.  Ewing  made 
no  effort  to  evade  this  issue.  He  wrote  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  committee  and  said 
he  was  opposed  to  the  United  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration  proposal.  He  explained  why  in 
detail,  and  I  believe  that  every  Member  of 
the  Senate  would  agree  that  he  was  right,  if 
they  would  only  read  that  letter.  In  any 
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case,  they  would  agree  that  he  has  an  honest 
and  valid  point. 

But  what  is  the  position,  on  this  same  is¬ 
sue,  of  those  who  ask  us  to  kill  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1,  and  who  glory  in  attacking 
Ewing?  The  American  Medical  Association 
claims  to  be  for  the  United  Medical  Admin¬ 
istration.  The  American  Dental  Association 
claims  to  be  for  it.  So  does  almost  everyone 
else  who  urges  us  to  vote  today  for  this  veto 
resolution. 

But,  Mr.  President,  a  bill  to  create  the 
United  Medical  Administration  was  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  Senator  from  Utah,  and  has 
been  resting  in  the  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  Committee  for  a  long  while.  It  was 
written  by  the  Hoover  Commission  lawyers 
specifically  to  carry  out  this  recommendation. 
But  has  the  American  Medical  Association 
gone  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  and  asked  for  hearings  on  that  bill? 
No.  They  have  not  lifted  one  finger  to  sup¬ 
port  the  proposal  they  claim  to  favor.  Nor 
has  the  American  Dental  Association  or  any¬ 
body  else. 

The  fact  is  that  nobody  likes  the  United 
Medical  Administration,  but  only  Oscar 
Ewing  and  the  veterans’  organizations  have 
been  forthright  enough  to  say  so,  and  to  ex¬ 
plain  why. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio,  however,  would 
have  us  believe  that  the  United  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration  is  doomed  simply  because  Mr. 
Ewing  is  opposed  to  it.  He  says  so  specifi¬ 
cally.  Then  he  quotes  from  Mr.  Ewing’s 
straightforward  letter  and  finally  tells  us: 
“Obviously,  therefore,  no  plan  is  ever  going 
to  be  submitted  setting  up  any  separate 
medical  administration.”  That,  of  course, 
is  impossible,  as  I  have  explained.  But  Sen¬ 
ator  Taft  goes  on,  and  tell  us  that  even  Con¬ 
gress  will  not  be  able  to  do  it.  And  why? 
Because,  the  Senator  says,  “it  will  be  vetoed 
if  we  have  once  voted  affirmatively  respecting 
plan  No.  1  and  Ewing  has  become  a  Secretary 
in  the  Cabinet  of  the  President.” 

With  all  respect,  Mr.  President,  and  with 
no  intention  of  questioning  the  distinguished 
Senator’s  motives,  I  must  point  out  that 
the  entire  purport  of  this  argument  is  false. 
The  impression  Is  given — very  carefully  and 
deliberately,  I  should  say,  if  I  did  not  know 
the  Senator  so  well — that  unless  we  reject 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  we  shall  have 
lost  our  power  to  legislate  in  matters  of 
health.  This  is  both  false  and  preposterous. 

Nevertheless,  this  seems  to  be  the  gist  of 
the  Senator’s  argument. 

The  impression  is  given  that  the  United 
Medical  Administration  would  be  doomed, 
that  not  even  the  Congress  would  have  the 
power  to  save  it,  if  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
1  becomes  law.  Why?  Because  this  plan 
would  in  some  mysterious  way  make  Oscar 
Ewing  tremendously  powerful.  It  is  made 
to  appear  that  the  United  Medical  Admin¬ 
istration  is  approved  by  everyone  but  Mr. 
Ewing,  and  that  he  would  crush  it  with  this 
strange  and  mighty  power  for  purely  sinister 
reasons  of  his  own.  The  same  suggestions, 
the  same  dark  implications,  ran  through  all 
the  testimony  against  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  in  committee. 

Yet  not  one  of  these  witnesses  who  profess 
such  fondness  for  the  United  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration  will  lift  a  finger  to  help  it 
along.  And  every  one  of  them  knows  per¬ 
fectly  well  that  Oscar  Ewing  has  nothing, 
and  can  have  nothing,  to  do  with  killing  it. 
They  know  that  it  doesn’t  stand  a  chance, 
because  all  of  the  veterans’  organizations 
are  firmly  opposed  to  it,  and  most  of  the 
services  involved  are  veterans’  services.  It 
is  as  simple. as  that.  There  is  nothing  sin¬ 
ister,  nothing  mysterious  about  it. 

But  the  attack  against  Ewing  goes  on. 

After  reading  his  speech  in  the  Record 
this  morning,  I  could  hardly  escape  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  my  friend,  Senator  Taft,  who 
is  normally  so  meticulous  as  to  facts,  had 
somehow  allowed  himself  to  be  made  the 
victim  of  the  American  Medical  Association’s 
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propagandists.  At  least,  much  of  this  speech 
has  a  very  familiar  ring.  For  instance,  there 
is  the  same  old  accusation  of  "dictatorship” 
and  the  same  well-worn  allegation  that  the 
former  Surgeon  General  and  Commissioner 
of  Education  were  driven  out  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  by  Ewing  oppression.  They 
"resigned,”  Senator  Taft  says,  “largely  be¬ 
cause  no  independence  was  left  to  them  in 
their  proper  function.” 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  can  only  have  been 
misinformed,  for  I  am  sure  he  would  not 
deliberately  repeat  such  well-known  false¬ 
hoods.  The  former  Surgeon  General,  Dr. 
Parran, .did  not  resign  at  all.  He  was  not 
reappointed  because  he  had  already  served 
three  4-year  terms,  and  the  commissioned 
officers  of  the  Public  Health  Service  resented 
such  a  long  tenure  at  the  top.  It  amounted 
to  a  cork  in  the  bottle  of  promotions.  Surely 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  can  understand  how 
they  felt  about  that.  I  seem  to  recall  that 
the  Senator  himself  was  fairly  critical  when 
another  prominent  public  figure  ran  for  a 
fourth  term  not  so  long  ago. 

As  for  Dr.  Studebaker,  the  former  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Education,  a  Senate  committee 
went  into  that  case  with  a  fine-toothed  comb, 
as  committees  did  so  readily  during  the  last 
Congress  whenever  a  real  or  imagined  oppor¬ 
tunity  arose  to  harass  the  administration. 
And  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  Dr.  Studebaker 
and  Mr,  Ewing  were  at  opposite  poles  politi¬ 
cally,  that  Republican-controlled  committee 
ended  its  hearing  in  complete  sympathy  with 
Mr.  Ewing.  It  thought  so  little  of  Stude- 
baker’s  charges  that  it  did  not  even  file  a 
report.  Incidentally,  Studebaker  himself 
publicly  explained  his  resignation  as  due  to 
financial  difficulties. 

So  much  for  the  lesser  Inaccuracies  and 
false  impressions. 

All  of  these,  Mr.  President,  seem  to  me  to 
be  parts  of  the  same  general  structure  of 
misinformation  and  misrepresentation 
which  has  been  built  up  jointly  by  those 
who  hate  the  President’s  health  proposals, 
those  who  dislike  Mr.  Ewing  for  political 
reasons,  and  those  who  will  seize  any  stick 
to  beat  the  broad  social-welfare  programs 
which  have  been  established  during  the  last 
16  years. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  adds  the  super¬ 
structure  on  this  Jerry-built  edifice  of  con¬ 
fusion  and  discord  with  his  warning  cry, 
which  would  be  merely  amusing  if  it  came 
from  a  less  Imposing  figure,  that  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  would  make  Mr.  Ewing  a 
dictator  in  the  fields  of  health,  education, 
and  security. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  perfectly  absurd. 
Does  the  Senator  from  Ohio  suggest  that 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  will  dissolve  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives?  Is  the 
Senate  abdicating  its  authority?  Will  not 
the  Senate  review  whatever  appointment  the 
President  may  propose,  and  confirm  or  re¬ 
ject  the  nominee?  And  will  the  Secretary  of 
Welfare  not  be  subject  to  the  same  laws  and 
the  same  regulations  and  answerable  to  the 
same  President,  Congress,  and  people  as  the 
Secretaries  of  all  the  other  Cabinet  depart¬ 
ments? 

Is  the  purpose  of  the  Senator  to  frighten 
us  by  using  such  words  as  “dictator”?  I 
think  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  is  not 
the  place  for  that. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Senator  wishes 
to  debate  the  merits  of  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  as  against  the  merits  of  the  bill  he  and 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  proposed  in  the 
Eightieth  Congress,  as  he  seemed  to  suggest 
he  would  like  to  do,  that  Is  another  matter. 
That  question  will  be  dealt  with  by  my  col¬ 
leagues  in  due  course.  They  will  show  that 
the  plan  the  Senator  from  Ohio  cherishes  in 
preference  to  this  one  is  in  direct  violation 
of  all  of  the  basic  principles  of  executive 
management  which  were  laid  down  by  the 
Hoover  Commission  and  upon  which  the 
Commission  based  all  of  its  hopes  for  greater 
efficiency  and  economy  in  Government. 


Mr.  President,  I  plead  with  the  Senator 
from  Ohio,  and  with  all  other  Senators,  today 
to  lift  this  debate  to  the  same  high  level  of 
nonpartisan,  objective  dedication  to  the  pub¬ 
lic  good  which  characterized  the  work  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  Itself.  Only  in  this  way 
can  we  reach  a  decision  which  will  be  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  American  people. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  sorry,  but  the  time  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  has  expired. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  Malone]. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  1 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  in  the 
first  place,  a  review  of  the  proposed  con¬ 
solidation  of  departments  under  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  shows  that  it  is 
not  really  a  consolidation;  in  the  second 
place  it  is  not  a  consolidation  for  econ¬ 
omy;  and  in  the  third  place  it  does  not 
conform  to  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission.  It  is  apparent 
from  the  plan  itself  that  what  it  does 
is  to  throw  these  departments  together 
in  a  haphazard  manner,  which  could 
cost  even  more  than  the  departments  as 
they  are  now  operating.  In  other  words, 
it  is  not  in  fact  a  reorganization  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  majority  of  the  Hoover  Commission. 

It  is  with  great  regret  that  I  oppose 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  or  in  fact 
any  of  the  plans,  because  the  act  setting 
up  the  Commission  on  Organization 
of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  was  sponsored  in  the  Eightieth 
Congress  by  my  own  party,  and  I  am 
sincerely  for  economy,  wherever  we 
think  efficiency  will  be  improved  or  ex¬ 
pense  reduced,  or  both. 

In  throwing  these  organizations  to¬ 
gether  haphazardly,  the  educational 
department  is  submerged  and  made  to 
lose  stature  in  the  new  organization. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  connection  I  sub¬ 
mit  for  the  Record  a  group  of  telegrams 
from  my  State.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  telegrams  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Carson  City,  Nev.,  August  12,  1949. 
Hon.  George  Malone, 

United  States  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  your  strenuous  opposition  to  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  unless  United  States 
Commissioner  of  Education  given  greater 
recognition  as  administrative  official  and  not 
placed  under  domination  of  an  Assistant 
Secretary.  School  leaders  throughout  Nation 
desire  establishment  of  National  Board  of 
Education  in  accordance  with  S.  656.  Un¬ 
tenable  to  degrade  one  of  the  most  important 
functions  of  Government,  education,  by  pas¬ 
sage  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

Regards, 

Mildred  Bray, 

State  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction. 

August  13,  1949. 

Mildred  Bray, 

Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction, 
Carson  City,  Nev.: 

Reurtel  opposing  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
1,  there  seems  little  chance  that  any  liberal¬ 
ization  of  the  plan  could  be  effected  as  you 
suggest.  Had  not  decided  definitely  relative 


to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  which  will  be 
voted  on  Tuesday.  If  necessary  to  oppose 
the  recommendations  of  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government,  it  would  be  with  great  regret, 
since  we  created  the  Commission  in  1947  with 
great  hopes  of  thinning  out  and  simplifying 
the  complicated  mass  of  Government  boards, 
bureaus,  committees,  and  commission  with 
which  Government  is  Infested.  We  also 
hoped  for  some  taxpayer  relief.  Do  the  edu¬ 
cators  of  our  State  generally  feel  as  you  do 
about  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1?  Is  it  feas¬ 
ible  for  you  to  contact  some  of  them  by  wire 
and  either  have  them  wire  me  direct  or  let 
me  hear  from  you  again  with  their  reaction 
to  the  plan?  Am  leaning  heavily  on  super¬ 
intendents  of  schools  throughout  the  State 
for  advice  in  such  matters,  since  I  have 
known  many  of  them  since  university  days 
and  feel  their  experience  and  considered 
judgment  should  prevail  in  such  matters. 

Regards, 

George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator, 

State  of  Nevada, 
Department  of  Education, 

Carson  City,  August  12,  1949. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  George  :  Strongly  as  I  believe  in  many 
features  of  the  Hoover  reorganization  plan, 

I  am  definitely  opposed  to  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  as  it  is  now  written,  which  places 
the  United  States  Office  of  Education  in  a 
subservient  position. 

Frankly,  George,  education  is  too  impor¬ 
tant  to  have  the  United  States  Commissioner 
of  Education  under  an  Assistant  Secretary. 
Educators  all  over  the  country  believe  that 
the  United  States  Commissioner,  of  Educa¬ 
tion  should  have  a  place  on  the  President's 
Cabinet,  and  that  education,  being  the  most 
important  function  of  government  and  the 
foundation  upon  which  our  system  of  gov¬ 
ernment  certainly  rests,  should  be  strength¬ 
ened  instead  of  weakened  through  congres¬ 
sional  action. 

I  trust  that  you  will  give  the  telegram 
I  sent  you  earlier  today,  copy  of  which  is 
enclosed,  your  very  serious  consideration.  I 
hope  that  you  will  discuss  it,  if  you  have 
any  doubts  about  the  attitude  Of  educators 
on  this  subject,  with  Dr.  Edgar  Fuller,  execu¬ 
tive  secretary  of  the  National  Council  of  Chief 
State  School  Officers.  His  office  is  in  the 
National  Education  Association  Building.  1201 
Sixteenth  Street  NW„  Washington,  D.  C. 

I  am  hoping  that  I  shall  see  you  at  the 
Elko  State  Fair  next  month. 

Cordially  yours, 

Mildred  Bray, 

State  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction. 

Winnemucca,  Nev.,  August  1,  1949. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Respectfully  request  you  consider  my  op¬ 
position  to  Truman  Reorganization  Plan  No. 

1  giving  Cabinet  status  to  Federal  Security 
Agency.  For  past  12  years  have  been  ac-  \ 
tively  interested  in  State  of  Nevada  Legisla¬ 
ture  in  medical  legislation. 

A.  V.  Tallman. 

Deeth,  Nev.,  August  3,  1949. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  your  participation  in,  or,  if  need  be, 
become  the  prime  mover  of  Senate  initiative 
to  prevent  the  raising  of  Oscar  Ewing  to 
Cabinet  status.  If  such  rise  in  status  is  con¬ 
summated  by  default,  you  will  have  contrib¬ 
uted  substantially  to  bring  in  closer  the  wel¬ 
fare  state.  Why  not  be  honest  with  the  peo¬ 
ple  and  strive  to  protect  their  guaranteed 
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liberty  by  reducing  taxes  and  making  genu¬ 
ine  reduction  in  cost  of  Government 
through  application  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  recommendations  rather  than  selling 
them  a  mess  of  pottage. 

Wm.  B.  Weight. 

Eureka,  Nev.,  July  13,  1949. 
Hon.  George  Malone, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Eureka’s  Lions  Club  at  last  regular  meet¬ 
ing  July  7  cast  motion  unanimously  urging 
your  support  to  oppose  socialized  medicine 
and  free  trade  on  metals.  The  latter  espe¬ 
cially  is  unjust  to  miners  industry  of  the 
country  if  the  restored  tariff  would  help 
bring  back  producers  now  shut  down. 

Gilbert  Eego, 

President,  Eureka  Lions  Club. 

August  9,  1949. 

Gilbert  Bego, 

President,  Eurpka  Lions  Club, 

Eureka,  Nev.: 

Re  your  telegram  July  13,  oppose  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  Ko.  1  as  it  is  presently  consti¬ 
tuted  and  will  watch.  Also  oppose  free  trade 
on  metals.  Letter  follows. 

George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senate. 

August  10,  1949. 

Mr.  Gilbert  Bego, 

President,  Eureka  Lions  Club, 

Eureka,  Nev. 

Dear  Mr.  Bego  :  This  is  with  further  refer¬ 
ence  to  your  telegram  dated  July  13  concern- 
ilig  socialized  medicine  and  free  tariffs  on 
metals. 

As  per  my  telegram  to  you  yesterday,  you 
will  note  that  I  am  opposed  to  socialized 
medicine,  and  to  the  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  as  it  is  presently  constituted. 

In  connection  with  the  tariff  question,  I 
am  enclosing  herewith  reprint  from  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  May  27  and  31  of  this 
year,  which  contains  the  flexible  import  fee 
bill  which  I  introduced,  and  discussion  in 
the  Senate  on  this  subject.  I  feel  that  this 
would  save  our  mining  industry,  and  would 
appreciate  your  reviewing  this  material,  and 
giving  me  your  critical  comments  on  it. 

Sincerely, 

George  W.  Malone. 


to  oppose  this  measure  with  every  democratic 
weapon  at  our  command.  Inevitably  this 
plan  would  pave  the  way  to  final  destruction 
of  free  enterprize  in  American  medicine  and 
surgery.  Oscar  Ewing  and  his  aides  in  whom 
we  have  no  trust  at  all  would  be  law,  take 
over  the  entire  American  health  program. 
Why  ignore  the  Hoover  Commission  report 
if  reorganization  is  of  national  interest  at 
this  time. 

R.  E.  Wyman,  M.  B., 

President,  Nevada  State 

Medical  Association. 

Nevada  State  Medical  Association, 

Reno,  Nev.,  August  6,  1949. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Malone:  I  have  had  a  letter 
from  Vinton  (Muller)  telling  me  that  he 
talked  with  you  about  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1.  The  Nevada  State  Medical  Associa¬ 
tion  is  grateful  to  you  for  your  stand  against 
this  dictatorial  and  socialistic  step. 

.We  are  told  that  the  Pulbright  Resolution 
(S.  R.  147)  will  likely  come  to  vote  during 
the  week  of  August  8.  We  all  hope  that  you 
will  be  able  to  be  there  to  vote  for  it.  The 
socializers  in  both  parties  will  be  tireless  in 
their  efforts  to  get  plan  -No.  1  adopted. 

Again  thanking  you  for  your  interest  and 
cooperation,  I  am 

Sincerely  yours, 

Roland  Stahr. 

August  11,  1949. 
Dr.  Roland  Stahr,  Secretary, 

Nevada  State  Medical  Association, 

Reno,  Nevada. 

Dear  Dr.  Stahr  :  I  have  your  note  of  August 
6,  and  I  intend  to  support  Senate  Resolu¬ 
tion  147.  I  have  already  talked  with  Bill 
Fulbright  about  it.  I  do  not  like  the  Reor- 
organization  Plan  No.  1  as  presently  con¬ 
stituted. 

I  am  enclosing  copy  of  an  article  appearing 
in  the  August  issue  of  the  American  maga¬ 
zine,  and  would  like  your  reaction  to  it. 
Sincerely, 

George  W.  Malone. 

Reno,  Nevada,  August  2,  1949. 
Hon.  G.  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Malone:  The  following  tele¬ 
gram  has  been  sent  to  Senator  John  L. 
McClellan  : 

“Object  to  reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  effect 
of  which  is  to  give  Cabinet  standing  to  Mr. 
Ewing,  Federal  Security  Administrator.” 

With  best  regards, 

Sincerely  yours, 

Douglas  A.  Busey. 

August  11,  1949. 

Mr.  Douglas  A.  Busey, 

Reno,  Nevada. 

Dear  Doug:  I  have  your  note  of  August  2, 
and  I  intend  to  support  Senate  Resolution 
147.  I  have  already  discussed  it  with  Senator 
Fulbright,  and  am  opposed  to  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  as  presently  constituted. 
Sincerely, 

George  W.  Malone. 

Chicago,  III.,  August  12,  1949. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Senate  Resolution  147  opposes  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  which  would  create  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare  with  a  secretary  of  cabinet 
rank.  This  plan  would  place  vital  health 


matters  including  the  assaying  of  drugs  un¬ 
der  control  of  nonprofessional  and  political 
domination.  It  differs  materially  from  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendation.  The 
National  Association  of  Retail  Druggists 
numbering  34,000  practicing  their  profession 
in  every  State  of  the  Union  and  the  District 
of  Columbia  respectfully  requests  that  you 
favor  Senate  Resolution  147. 

John  W.  Dargavel, 

Executive  Secretary,  National 
Association  of  Retail  Druggists. 

Reno  Nev.,  August  1,  1949. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  have  just  sent  the  following  telegram  to 
Senator  John  L.  McClellan. 

“I  object  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
elevating  Mr.  Ewing  the  social  administrator 
to  Secretary  of  Welfare  as  a  Cabinet  Member 
would  prefer  suggestions  made  by  the  Hoover 
Commission.” 

Louis  J.  Capurro,  Jr. 

Reno,  Nev.,  August  1,  1949. 
Senator  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Washoe  County  Medical  Society  strongly 
opposes  Truman  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

Ernest  W.  Mack,  M.  D., 

President. 

Reno  Nev.,  August  1,  1949. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Will  you  please  oppose  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1. 

Jesse  W.  Smith. 

Reno,  Nev.,  August  3,  1949. 
Senator  Georc-e  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Our  organization  asks  your  full  support  of 
Senate  Resolution  No.  147  and  that  you  do 
all  you  can  to  defeat  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  for  the  best  interests  of  our  State  and 
country. 

Nevada  State  Pharmaceutical  Associa¬ 
tion, 

Ray  W.  Fleming,  President. 

Easteley,  Nev.,  August  2,  1949. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Earnestly  request  you  use  your  best  efforts 
to  defeat  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1;  regards. 

Thomas  A.  Smith. 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  August  3,  1949. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate' Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  dentists  of  Clark  County  respectfully 
request  that  you  vote  in  favor  of  Senate  Res¬ 
olution  147. 

Dr.  Quannah  S.  McCall, 
Secretary  and  Treasurer,  Clark  County 
Dental  Society. 

Reno,  Nev.,  August  3,  1949. 
Hon.  Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  councilor  for  American  College  of  Ra¬ 
diology  representing  radiologists  in  Nevada, 
I  strongly  urge  voting  for  Fulbright-Taft- 
Hunt  Senate  Resolution  147  in  preference  to 
President’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  which 
is  cfetrimental  to  interests  of  private  practice 
of  medicine.  Believe  this  wire  follows  similar 
request  made  recently  by  representatives  of 
Nevada  State  Medical  Association. 

Morton  J.  Thorpe,  M.  D. 


Reno,  Nev.,  August  2,  1949. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

At  a  special  board  of  directors  meeting  of 
the  Reno  Lions  Club  held  today  the  club 
went  on  record  as  being  against  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  and  any  other  measures  lead¬ 
ing  to  government  by  edict  rather  than  by 
legislative  measures. 

Reno  Lions  Club, 

Geo.  F.  Hamilton, 

Secretary. 

Reno,  Nev.,  August  2,  1949. 
Hon.  Geqrge  NJalone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  an  individual  I  am  heartily  in  accord 
with  action  taken  today  by  Reno  Lions  Club, 
reference  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

James  Pollard. 

Reno,  Nev.,  July  19,  1949. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

After  careful  and  exhaustive  study  of  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949  we  are  agreed 
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Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  August  3,  1949. 
Senator  George  Malone, 

Senate  Qffi.ce  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  respectfully  request  that  you  vote  in 
favor  of  Senate  Resolution  147,  introduced 
by  Senators  Hunt,  Taft,  and  Fulbright. 

Da.  Clifford  A.  Pain, 
Secretary  and  Treasurer,  Nevada  State 
Dental  Association. 

Reno,  Nev.,  August  2,  1949. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

In  regards  to  bill  147  I  would  like  to  say 
I  personally  think  it  a  good  thing.  Hope  that 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  does  not  go 
through.  I  am  very  much  opposed  to  it. 
Kindest  regards. 

Raymond  I.  Smith. 

Reno,  Nev.,  August  9,  1949. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  State  of  Nevada  representative  Interna¬ 
tional  Chiropractors  Association,  members 
request  you  vote  “No”  Taft-Hunt-Fulbright 
resolution  regarding  United  Medical  Depart¬ 
ment  creating  medical  monopoly  control  key 
Cabinet  position.  Further  request  you  wire 
your  position  on  this  vote. 

Jack  C.  Buchholz,  D.  C. 

August  11,  1949. 

Dr.  Jack  C.  Buchholz, 

Reno,  Nev.: 

Reurtel  August  9  oppose  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  as  it  is  presently  constituted  and 
will  watch. 

George  W.  Malone, 

United  States  Senate. 

August  13,  1949. 

Earl  Wooster, 

Superintendent  of  Reno  Schools, 

Reno,  Nev.: 

We  are  voting  on  the  President’s  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1  on  Tuesday  with  which  you 
are  no  doubt  familiar.  I  have  received  wire 
from  Mildred  Bray,  State  superintendent  of 
public  instruction,  opposing  this  resolution 
on  ground  that  it  is  “untenable  to  degrade 
one  of  most  important  functions  of  Govern¬ 
ment,  education,  by  passage  of  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1.”  Would  like  your  personal 
reaction  to  this  plan.  Regards. 

George  W.  Malone. 

United  States  Senator. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  August  11,  1949. 
Hon.  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Personally  and  on  behalf  of  8,000,000  mem¬ 
bers  of  American  Federation  of  Labor  unions 
and  their  families  concerned  with  admin¬ 
istration  of  Government  agencies  dealing 
with  vital  matters  of  education,  health,  and 
welfare,  urge  you  to  support  the  President’s 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  to  create  a  De¬ 
partment  of  Public  V/elfare  in  accordance 
with  recommendations  of  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion.  , 

William  Green, 

President,  American  Federation  of 
Labor. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  August  15,  1949. 
Hon.  Senator  Malone, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Strongly  urge  you  give  full  support?  to 
vitally  needed  Reorganization  Plans  1  and  2. 
Plan  No.  1  is  necessary  to  place  welfare  ac¬ 
tivities  under  Cabinet  officer  in  the  interest 
of  human  need  and  efficiency.  Plan  No.  2  is 
necessary  to  assure  the  administration  of 
employment  services  and  unemployment 
compensation  in  a  manner  which  protects 


the  interests  of  both  employers  and  work¬ 
ers.  To  accomplish  both  these  objectives 
we  urge  you  to  vote  against  resolutions  im¬ 
mediately  due  for  floor  action  which  reject 
the  President’s  Reorganization  Plans  1  and  2. 

Nathan  E.  Cowan, 

CIO  Legislative  Director. 

Reno,  Nev.,  August  14,  1949. 
Senator  George  W.  Malone, 

Senate  Chambers,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

Favor  Government  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1. 

Earl  Wooster. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  most  of 
these  telegrams  are  of  the  same  tenor. 
All  but  three  oppose  the  reorganization 
plan,  for  the  principal  reason  that  it 
would  submerge  a  great  department  of 
Government,  and  would  bring  together, 
without  a  real  reorganization,  or  econ¬ 
omy,  important  unrelated  branches  of 
our  Government,  all  under  a  social  se¬ 
curity  set-up,  which  will  not  result  in 
either  efficiency  or  economy,  and  which 
will  probably  prevent  any  future  reor¬ 
ganization  contemplated  and  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  1948  Commission— now 
known  as  the  Hoover  Commission. 

Mr.  President,  I  subscribe  generally  to 
the  conclusions  and  recommendations  of 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments : 

First.  The  plan  does  not  conform  to 
the  recommendations  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government  for  the  establishment 
of  a  Department  of  Welfare,  primarily 
in  that  it  omits  the  Commission’s  recom¬ 
mendation  relating  to  consolidation  of 
all  major  Federal  medical  facilities,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Public  Health  Service,  in  a 
proposed  independent  United  Medical 
Administration. 

Second.  The  functions  of  health,  and 
education,  to  a  lesser  extent,  have  been 
dominated  by  and  subordinated  to 
the  function  of  welfare  by  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  to  the  detriment  of  the 
former.  The  power  which  accompanies 
departmental  status  and  the  increased 
prestige  which  the  Secretary  of  Welfare 
would  gain  would  augment  this  existing 
trend  toward  subordination  of  education 
and  health  to  welfare. 

Third.  Further,  the  plan,  by  virtue  of 
section  2,  (b) ,  (c)  which  vests  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  V/elfare  authority  to  consoli¬ 
date  and  to  delegate  functions,  with 
minor  reservations,  destroys  any  degree 
of  independence,  or  autonomy,  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  and  the  Office  of  Ed¬ 
ucation  presently  enjoy.  The  plan 
actually  gives  the  Secretary  of  Welfare 
complete  control  over  all  functions  of 
the  Department,  authorizing  him  to  re¬ 
organize  them,  within  statutory  limita¬ 
tions,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  the 
Secretary  outright  domination  over  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  health,  education, 
and  welfare  activities  of  the  Government. 

Fourth.  No  economies  could  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  achieved  in  the  immediate 
future  from  conversion  of  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  to  a  Department  of 
Welfare. 

Mr.  President,  if  this  plan  is  rejected 
the  President  may  in  his  own  time  re¬ 
consider  the  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
and  submit  a  new  more  workable  plan  to 
the  Congress  at  a  later  date. 


August  16 

A  rejection  of  this  specific  plan  can  in 
no  way  be  considered  a  rejection  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  on 
Reorganization  of  the  Executive’Branch 
of  the  Government  created  by  the 
Eightieth  Congress. 

We  have  passed  a  bill  for  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Armed  Services.  We  have 
passed  a  bill  creating  a  General  Service 
Agency,  and  I  know  of  no  plans  to  oppose 
plans  Nos.  3,  4,  5,  and  6. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  20  minutes  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  20 
minutes. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  I  spoke  yes¬ 
terday  on  this  subject  comprehensively. 
I  wish  to  add  only  one  point. 

The  main  question  is  whether  this  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  is  or  is  not  in 
accordance  with  the  Hoover  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan.  Although  yesterday  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  properly  pointed 
out  that  we  are  riot  bound  by  all  the 
details  of  the  Hoover  plan  and  we  may 
properly  differ  with  the  Hoover  plan  in 
one  place  or  another,  yet  at  the  present 
time  I  think  most  Senators  wish  to  ap¬ 
prove  the  Hoover  reorganization  plan. 
In  my  opinion,  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
1,  so-called,  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  Hoover  plan.  Approval  of  this  re¬ 
organization  plan  would  do  far  more  to 
discredit  the  Hoover  plan  and  do  far 
more  to  prevent  its  ultimate  adoption 
than  the  rejection  of  Plan  No.  1  would  do. 

The  Hoover  reorganization  plan  con¬ 
tains  a  great  many  different  features. 
Apparently  the  Hoover  Commission  pre¬ 
pared  plans  or  recommendations  or  stat¬ 
utes  which  it  sent  to  the  President.  The 
President  apparently  sent  them  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  in  many  cases  has  re¬ 
written  them.  In  nearly  every  case  the 
actual  plan  or  proposed  statute  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress  covers  only  a  part 
of  the  Hoover  plan  recommendations. 

We  have  to  decide  whether  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  is  sufficiently  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Hoover  plan  so  that 
we  should  adopt  it.  Is  it  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  Hoover  plan  or  is  it 
substantially  in  violation  of  the  Hoover 
plan? 

It  is  said  if  we  reject  plan  No.  1,  that 
action  will  in  some  wray  discredit  the 
Hoover  report.  That  is  the  President’s 
argument,  namely,  that  in  some  way  we 
shall  then  make  it  impossible  to  go  on 
with  reorganization. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  first  place,  let  me 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  we  already 
have  taken  some  eight  different  substan¬ 
tial  steps  in  furtherance  of  the  Hoover 
plan.  We  already  have  approved  a  Re¬ 
organization  Act  which  gives  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  greater  power 
to  reorganize,  I  think,  than  is  given  in 
any  other  bill  the  Congress  has  passed. 
That  was  the  first  step  in  carrying  out 
the  Hoover  plan. 

In  the  second  place,  we  passed  a  bill 
reorganizing  the  armed  services  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  Hoover  plan. 
That  bill  has  been  passed  by  both  Houses 
of  Congress  and  has  been  signed  by  the 
President. 
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In  the  third  place,  we  passed  a  bill 
creating  a  general  services  agency,  which 
is  somewhat  in  accordance  with  the 
Hoover  plan,  although  it  does  some 
things  which  I  think  are  in  violation  of  it 
and  are  likely  to  prevent  the  ultimate 
carrying  out  of  other  features  of  that 
plan.  Still,  we  decided  that  on  the  whole 
it  was  in  substantial  accordance  wtih  the 
Hoover  plan,  and  we  approved  it. 

Those  are  three  steps  we  have  taken. 

Plans  4,  5,  6,  and  7  have  been  sub¬ 
mitted.  All  of  them  become  law  day 
after  tomorrow,  if  no  action  is  taken  by 
the  Congress  on  them;  and  so  far  as  I 
know,  no  action  is  proposed  to  be  taken 
by  Congress  on  those  plans. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  have  taken  eight 
substantial  steps  in  carrying  out  the 
Hoover  plan. 

The  one  now  before  us  happens  to  be 
called  plan  No.  1;  but  in  effect  it  is  plan 
No.  9,  so  far  as  we  are  concerned. 

Here,  for  the  first  time,  we  encounter  a 
recommendation  -of  the  Administration 
which  in  my  opinion  is  in  violation  of 
the  Hoover  plan,  not  in  accordance  with 
it.  By  the  plan  now  before  us,  a  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare  would  be  created. 

Mr.  FEPPER.  Mr.  President,  does  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  care  to  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
health  agency  were  not  to  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  Department  of  Welfare,  in 
what  group  does  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
contemplate  it  would  be  located? 

Mr.  TAFT.  The  Hoover  recommen¬ 
dation  is  certainly  very  definite  and 
clear.  The  Hoover  Commission  would 
create  an  independent,  united  medical 
administration  which  would  combine 
many  other  health  features  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  as  well  as  the  Public 
Health  Service  and  one  or  two  other 
health  services  which  now  are  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  The  Senator  is  quite 
aware,  is  he  not,  of  the  determined  op¬ 
position  of  the  veterans’  organizations 
to  including  the  veterans’  hospitals  in 
such  a  united  medical  agency? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Certainly,  I  am  quite  will¬ 
ing  to  admit  that  the  feature  regarding 
a  united  medical  administration  is  a 
controversial  feature,  with  which  I  hope 
we  may  be  able  to  deal.  But  I  do  not 
see  how  we  ever  shall  be  able  to  deal 
with  it.  The  administration  could  have 
avoided  that  if  it  had  wished  to  do  so. 
The  administration  could  have  put  in 
this  plan  provision  for  an  independent 
medical  administration.  The  adminis¬ 
tration  could  have  proposed  the  creation, 
out  of  the  Public  Health  Service,  of  an 
independent  medical  administration.  At 
least  all  the  noncontroversial  things 
could  be  transferred  to  such  an  admin¬ 
istration,  and  I  would  hope,  some  of  the 
controversial  things. 

Surely  the  President  is  preparing  to 
carry  out  a  plan.  In  this  plan  he  could 
have  created  the  United  Medical  Admin¬ 
istration,  and  he  certainly  could  have 
put  in  most  of  the  things  recommended 
by  the  Hoover  Commission.  If  he  wanted 


to  reserve  the  transfer  of  one  thing,  vet¬ 
erans’  hospitals  perhaps,  he  could  have 
reserved  that,  and  there  would  have  been 
no  violation  of  the  plan.  But  it  was 
perfectly  possible.  I  believe  very  strong¬ 
ly  that  Mr.  Hoover  was  misled.  When  he 
inquired,  “Why  is  not  this  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  my  plan?”  he  was  told,  “Oh, 
we  could  not  do  that  legally;  we  could 
not  put  that  in  the  plan.”  Indeed,  I 
think  he  certainly  was  misled,  according 
to  his  own  testimony,  because  if  there 
can  be  created  under  this  bill  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare  out  of  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  changing  its  name  and 
setting  it  up  as  a  department,  certainly 
it  would  be  possible  to  take  the  Public 
Health  Service  and  set  it  us  as  an  inde¬ 
pendent  medical  administration  with  an 
independent  head,  responsible  directly 
to  the  Fi’esident,  and  it  would  have  been 
possible  to  add  to  it  such  additional 
health  services  from  other  departments 
as  the  President  chose  to  add. 

If  he  had  not  added  all  those  things 
that  were  recommended  by  Mr.  Hoover, 
I  should  not  be  citicizing  him.  I  do  not 
object  to  taking  one  thing,  if  it  is  in  no 
way  going  to  interfere  with  the  next 
step.  The  difficulty  with  this  procedure 
is  that,  once  we  create  a  department, 
once  we  put  Oscar  Ewing  in  the  Cabinet 
in  charge  of  this  Department,  with  his 
definite,  determined  statement  that  he  is 
absolutely  opposed  to  a  separate  medical 
administration,  then  I  think  it  will  be¬ 
come  impossible  ever  to  get  such  a  sepa¬ 
rate  medical  administration. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  did  not 
the  able  Senator  from  Ohio  and  the  able 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fuleric-ht], 
in  Senate  bill  140,  group  together  social 
security,  health,  and  education,  just  as 
the  President  has  done  in  plan  No.  1? 

Mr.  TAFT.  We  did,  and  for  2  years  or 
4  years  we  have  been  struggling  to  estab¬ 
lish  the  fundamental  principle  that 
health  and  education  shall  be  practically 
autonomous  in  that  department.  The 
bill  which  was  recommended  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  which  we  finally  approved,  was  a 
bill  with  no  overhead  organization  other 
than  the  Cabinet  officer  himself,  but  pro¬ 
vided,  in  effect,  for  a  Department  of 
Health,  a  Department  of  Security,  and  a 
Department  of  Education,  each  one  un¬ 
der  an  Under  Secretary  responsible  di¬ 
rectly  to  the  Secretary  only.  Because 
these  three  things  are  completely  differ¬ 
ent  in  function,  there  is  no  logical  rea¬ 
son  under  the  Reorganization  bill  for  in¬ 
cluding  them  all  in  one  department.  But 
we  felt  then,  and  I  feel  now,  that  these 
are  matters  in  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  does  not  have  primary  respon¬ 
sibility,  but  the  States  and  localities  in 
all  three  cases  have  the  primary  respon¬ 
sibility,  and  therefore,  since  we  cannot 
very  well  say  that  each  one  is  important 
enough  to  have  a  Cabinet  officer,  I  was 
willing  to  have  one  Cabinet  officer  and 
have  the  three  under  him,  if  they  were 
autonomous,  if  each  of  those  Depart¬ 
ments  could  operate — a  Department  of 
Health  under  a  health  man  who  knew 
something  about  health,  an  Educational 
Department  under  a  man  who  knew 


something  about  education,  and  the  Se¬ 
curity  Department  under  a  man  who 
knew  something  about  security. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  shall  not  impose  but 
a  moment  more  upon  him.  Will  the 
Senator  allow  me  one  further  question? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  have  a  limited  amount 
of  time. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Under  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  there  is  one  Under  Secretary; 
then  there  are  three  assistant  secretaries. 
Is  it  not  logical  and  reasonable  to  sup¬ 
pose  that  the  three  assistant  secretaries 
would  be  relatively  and  respectively  as¬ 
signed  to  the  three  great  groups  and 
units  namely,  social  security,  health,  and 
education,  making  up  this  department? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  do  not  know  what  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume,  but  I  doubt  very 
much  if  there  is  any  such  reasonable  as¬ 
sumption.  Consider  the  present  set-up 
of  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  I  turn 
to  the  Congressional  Directory  for  that. 
At  page  417  we  find  that  over  and  above 
the  Surgeon  General  and  the  Public 
Health  Service,  over  and  above  the  Social 
Security  Administration,  over  and  above 
the  Director  jf  the  Office  of  Education, 
there  is  the  Federal  Security  Adminis¬ 
trator.  There  is  an  assistant  Federal 
Security  Administrator,  Mr.  J.  Donald 
Kingsley,  a  gentleman  who  certainly  has 
been  at  least  very  frequently  with  Com¬ 
munists;  an  assistant  administrator  for 
program,  a  commissioner  for  special 
services,  two  assistants  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator,  an  executive  assistant  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  a  general  counsel,  a  direc¬ 
tor  of  research,  a  director  of  publications 
and  reports,  a  director  of  interagency 
and  international  relations,  a  director  of 
Federal-State  relations,  and  a  director 
of  field  services.  This  is  the  staff  of  the 
Federal  Security  Administration,  and  we 
can  assume  there  would  be  a  still  larger 
staff  if  it  were  created  into  a  department. 

■  The  overhead  organization  completely 
dominates  and  supervises  health  and 
educational  activities,  and,  because  of 
that,  Dr.  Parran,  resigned  as  Surgeon 
General  of  the  Public  Health  Service, 
after  many  years,  and  Mr.  Studebaker 
resigned  from  the  Office  of  Education 
after  many  years.  They  resigned  be¬ 
cause  they  were  completely  subjected  to 
and  directed  in  matters  of  policy  by  this 
overhead  organization  and-  unable  any 
longer  successfully  to  operate  their  de¬ 
partments  independently. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  President,  is  not 
that  inherent  in  any  centralization  proc¬ 
ess?  Did  not  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
resign  when  Congress  provided  for  the 
unification  of  the  armed  services? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Exactly.  But  armed  serv¬ 
ices  are  one  weapon  in  war,  they  are  one 
weapon  in  peace;  whereas  health,  edu¬ 
cation,  and  welfare  are  completely  dif¬ 
ferent  in  their  whole  functional  pur¬ 
pose  and  organization.  At  the  local 
level,  in  Ohio,  at  least,  we  have  kept 
our  schools  completely  separate,  even 
from  city  and  county  government. 
They  are  independent  agencies  of  gov¬ 
ernment.  In  most  of  the  States  an  in¬ 
dependent  director  of  education  is  elect¬ 
ed.  In  every  State  and  city  that  I  know 
of,  welfare  and  health  are  completely 
separate.  The  two  are  administered 
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separately,  and  there  is  no  similarity  be¬ 
tween  them,  except  the  general  fact  that 
they  are  all  local  services  primarily,  and 
the  Federal  Government  is  in  a  second¬ 
ary  role.  It  seemed  reasonable,  since 
there  was  no  primary  role,  that  at  least 
those  three  services — health,  education, 
and  welfare — should  have  a  representa¬ 
tive  in  the  Cabinet  who  would  speak  for 
them  when  the  President’s  advisers 
gathered  around.  That  was  the  nature 
of  the  bill  which  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  and  I  introduced. 

Mr.  THYE  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  whol¬ 
ly  in  accord  with  the  senior  Senator  from 
Ohio  in  his  remarks  on  this  question.  I 
believe  the  Senator  was  off  the  floor 
earlier  in  the  afternoon  when  I  made 
the  statement  that,  were  it  possible  for 
me  to  offer  and  obtain  adoption  of  an 
amendment  to  the  reorganization  plan, 
making  it  mandatory  that  a  professional 
medical  man  be  the  Cabinet  officer,  I 
should  then  feel  more  comfortable  in 
voting  for  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1, 
knowing  that  if  the  agency  was  headed 
by  a  professional  medical  man,  we  might 
have  an  opportunity  at  some  future  time 
to  amend  the  Reorganization  Act  and 
make  possible  the  adoption  of  the  Hoover 
recommendation  by  setting  up  an  inde¬ 
pendent  agency  for  the  medical  division 
of  the  Federa'  Government.  But  if  we 
adopt  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  as  now 
proposed,  I  know  the  President  will  veto 
any  attempt  on  the  part  of  Congress  at 
some  future  time  to  separate  the  medical 
division  from  the  agency  having  the  Cab¬ 
inet  status  which  we  would  give  it  un¬ 
der  the  reorganization  plan.  So  for  that 
reason,  I  personally  cannot  support  the 
pending  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1, 
knowing  full  well  that  we  could  never 
at  any  future  time  separate  the  medical 
agency  and  establish  it  as  an  independ¬ 
ent  agency,  as  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommends. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  I  may  say 
that  if  this  plan  is  rejected,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  will  still  have  the  opportunity  at 
any  moment  to  submit  another  plan.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 
is  prepared  to  proceed  at  once,  I  under¬ 
stand,  to  consider  the  proper  working 
out  of  this  particular  situation,  including 
a  separate  medical  administration  in  the 
department.  I  can  understand  Mr. 
Hoover’s  feeling  about  it.  He  does  not 
like  to  criticize  the  President.  He  is  try¬ 
ing  so  far  as  he  can  to  work  with  the 
President,  but  I  do  not  find  that  Mr. 
Hoover’s  recommendations  of  plan  No.  1 
is  what  I  would  call  enthusiastic.  He 
points  out  particularly: 

The  Commission  found  difficulty  as  to  the 
name  of  this  new  department.  It  recom¬ 
mended  that  it  be  elevated  to  department 
status.  Some  of  us  felt  that  the  word  “wel¬ 
fare”  carried  unfortunate  connotations,  in¬ 
cluding  the  implication  of  the  objectionable 
connotation  of  a  welfare  state. 

Unlike  the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  he 
does  not  like  that  connotation. 

Under  our  plan  the  new  department’s 
function  would  be  limited  to  education  and 
social  security.  The  sentiment  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  our  Commission  seemed  to  be  that 


it  should  be  called  the  Department  of  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Security,  rather  than  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare,  although  no  formal 
action  was  taken  by  the  Commission  on  that 
point. 

I  have  a  very  strong  feeling  that  if  we 
once  approve  the  idea  of  the  Budget  Bu¬ 
reau,  and  the  administration  can  pick 
out  those  things  they  like  in  the  Hoover 
plan  and  postpone  for  action  later  on 
everything  that  is  difficult,  we  are  never 
going  to  consummate  the  Hoover  plan. 
We  are  going  to  have  all  the  features  of 
the  Hoover  plan  which  increase  salaries, 
all  the  features  of  the  Hoover  plan 
which  increase  powers,  all  the  features 
of  the  Hoover  plan  which  provide  more 
personnel  to  serve  under  the  director, 
but  we  are  never  going  to  get  the  part 
that  cuts  out  anyone;  we  are  never  going 
to  get  the  part  that  provides  any  economy 
whatever. 

There  is  certainly  no  economy  in  this 
set-up.  We  simply  take  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Administration  and  boost  it  into  a 
department  of  the  Federal  Government. 
Mr.  Ewing  will  be  Secretary  instead  of 
Administrator. 

There  is  one  feature  of  the  plan  which, 
in  my  judgment,  is  exceedingly  danger¬ 
ous,  namely,  the  sweeping  provision  that 
the  Secretary  shall  have  all  the  powers 
of  all  constituent  agencies  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Administration.  We  gave 
power  to  the  Surgeon  General  to  approve 
certain  plans.  Then  we  established  a 
hospital  board.  There  is  an  appeal  from 
the  Surgeon  General  to  the  hospital 
board.  That  board  has  certain  func¬ 
tions  and  the  Surgeon  General  has  cer¬ 
tain  functions.  Under  this  plan,  all 
those  functions  are  transferred  to  the 
new  Secretary,  and  he  can  redistribute 
them  as  he  sees  fit.  He  can,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  abolish  the  advisory  board.  He 
has  complete  power  over  health,  edu¬ 
cation,  and  social  security.  No  one  can 
learn  enough  about  all  three  of  those 
subjects  to  exercise  wisely  the  power 
which  is  granted  in  this  reorganization 
plan  to  direct  all  health  activities,  all 
welfare  activities,  and  all  education 
activities.  He  cannot  make  himself 
enough  of  an  expert  to  do  that.  It  seems 
to  me  very  evident  that  Congress  is  in¬ 
terested  in  setting  up  certain  health 
powers  and  giving  them  to  the  Health 
Department,  setting  up  education  powers 
and  giving  them  to  an  education  depart¬ 
ment,  and  setting  up  other  powers  and 
giving  them  to  the  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration.  This  plan,  in  my  opinion, 
prevents  the  final  carrying  out  of  the 
Hoover  plan  to  establish  a  separate  med¬ 
ical  administration.  We  may  think  it 
is  wise  or  we  may  not  think  so,  but  it 
is  perfectly  clear  that  if  we  approve  this 
plan  we  shall  never  have  a  separate  med¬ 
ical  administration.  We  only  encourage 
the  submission  to  us  of  plans  containing 
the  things  the  administration  likes  and 
rejecting  those  things  it  does  not  like. 
I  read  yesterday  a  list  of  departments, 
every  one  of  which  is  strongly  in  favor 
of  greater  personnel.  Every  depart¬ 
ment  is  in  favor  of  more  powers,  and 
every  department  criticizes  and  resists 
any  recommendation  that  may  bring 
about  economy  or  may  bring  about  a  con¬ 
solidation  of  agencies. 


The  PRESIDINQ  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  been 
extended  3  minutes. 

Mr.  TAFT.  There  is  a  good  deal  of 
evidence  in  that  respect  in  the  plans  we 
have  already  had  presented  to  us.  I 
pointed  out  that  in  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  plan  there  were  two  new  Assistant 
Secretaries.  The  President  did  not  abol¬ 
ish  the  council  which  the  Hoover  plan 
said  should  be  abolished.  The  council 
was  retained  in  the  reorganization  of  the 
State  Department. 

In  plan  No.  2  the  administration  has 
chosen  four  or  five  things  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Labor  Department.  One 
thing  has  been  administration  policy  for 
4  years  and  has  always  been  opposed  to 
congressional  policy,  and  that  one  thing 
has  been  transferred  without  trans¬ 
ferring  others.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
the  same  kind  of  violation  which  is  in¬ 
volved  in  this  case,  because  the  others 
can  be  transferred;  but  under  the  estab¬ 
lishment  which  now  exists  I  am  ab¬ 
solutely  confident  that  there  will  never 
be  an  independent  medical  administra¬ 
tion  unless  we  provide  for  it. 

What  does  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommend?  It  recommends  a  depart¬ 
ment  which  includes  welfare  and  educa¬ 
tion.  The  plan  which  has  been  sub¬ 
mitted  includes  welfare,  education,  and 
health.  It  is  certainly  an  entirely  differ¬ 
ent  kind  of  department,  which  changes 
the  whole  nature  of  the  department  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Hoover  Commission. 

So,  Mr.  President,  far  from  its  being 
a  repudiation  of  the  Hoover  plan,  our 
rejection  sets  a  course  of  action  which 
will  tell  the  executive  department  that 
if  it  wishes  the  Congress  to  approve  its 
plans  on  the  grounds  of  being  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations,  the  plans 
must  be  submitted  in  accordance  with 
those  recommendations,  and  it  cannot 
use  the  Hoover  recommendations  to  fur¬ 
ther  particular  philosophies  of  govern¬ 
ment  which  the  executive  department 
approves. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  view  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  remarks,  I  wonder  if  he  is  familiar 
with  the  recent  letter  from  the  chairman 
of  the  Citizen’s  Committee,  Mr.  Robert 
L.  Johnson.  I  wonder,  also,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  familiar  with  the  telegram  read 
this  morning  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
from  former  President  Hoover. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Yes;  I  am  thoroughly 
familiar  with  the  Hoover  statement.  He 
said: 

I  likewise  supported  plan  No.  1  and  out¬ 
lined  that  the  further  imperative  steps  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Commission  are  the  sep¬ 
aration  of  all  health  and  labor  agencies  from 
the  new  department,  and  reorganization  of 
budgeting,  accounting,  vand  personnel 
methods.  '  - 

Mr.  Hoover  is  not  here,  and  he  does  not 
realize  the  history  behind  all  this.  He 
does  not  realize  that  his  next  step  is  an 
impossible  step  for  Congress  to  take. 
He  does  not  realize  that  it  could  have 
been  put  into  this  plan,  because  he  was 
told  that  legally  it  could  not  be  done. 
Every  lawyer  agrees  that  it  could  have 
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been  done  if  the  administration  had 
wished  to  do  it.  He  went  on  to  say: 

The  Commission  did  not  recommend  the 
term  “welfare”  as  the  name  of  the  depart¬ 
ment,  but  inclined  to  the  term  “education 
and  social  security.”  The  recommended  re¬ 
organization.  will  of  course  not  be  effective 
until  these  further  steps  are  undertaken. 

I  think  Mr.  Hoover  does  not  realize 
that  those  steps  never  will  and  never  can 
be  taken  if  we  once  approve  this  plan. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  My  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  take  a  half 
minute  of  my  time  to  say  that  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  was  very  cour¬ 
teous  and  gracious  in  yielding  plenty  of 
time  for  interrogation,  and  I  hoped  that 
the  senior  Senator  from  Ohio  would  ac¬ 
cord  me  the  same  privilege.  After  a  di¬ 
rect  and,  one  might  say,  a  dogmatic 
statement  as  to  what  his  objections  were 
to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  I  will  take 
a  moment - 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  shall  be  glad  to  answer 
the  Senator  in  his  time. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  will  take  1  minute  of  his  own 
time  at  the  moment. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  has  clearly 
stated  that  it  is  impossible  to  get  medical 
legislation,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  he 
has  criticized  the  program  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  because  he  has  included  an  inde¬ 
pendent  health  program  in  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan,  which  adds  up  to  what?  If 
it  is  impossible  to  get  a  united  medical 
administration  because  of  some  kind  of 
opposition — and  apparently  the  Senator 
thinks  it  is  impossible  to  get  this  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  through  because  of  his 
opposition — how  are  we  going  to  get  any 
kind  of  reorganization  so  long  as  there 
is  that  kind  of  an  attitude,  in  which 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  himself  advocates 
resisting  this  moderate  plan?  Added  to 
what  he  has  already  said  regarding  his 
opposition  to  the  united  medical  admin¬ 
istration,  what  do  we  find?  We  find 
what  we  have  found  on  other  occasions. 
There  is  something  we  cannot  do  now 
and  that  we  cannot  do  tomorrow,  and, 
hocus-pocus  hicky-mocus,  it  adds  up  to 
nothing. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a 
letter  which  appeared  in  the  Washing¬ 
ton  Post  on  August  10,  1949,  by  Elizabeth 
Wickenden,  Washington  representative 
of  the  American  Public  Welfare  Associa¬ 
tion. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

WELFARE  DEPARTMENT 

All  over  the  country  today,  people  working 
In  the  fields  of  health,  welfare,  and  educa¬ 
tion  are  experiencing,  a  bitter  disappoint¬ 
ment  because  of  the  action  of  the  Senate 
Expenditures  Committee  in  recommending 
against  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  to  elevate 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  a  department 
of  welfare. 

It  seems  most  unfortunate  that  the  wholly 
Irrelevant  issue  of  health  insurance  should 
be  permitted  to  confuse  the  simple  issue  of 
giving  these  functions  the  prestige  and  rec¬ 
ognition  of  Cabinet  representation.  No 
program  of  health  insurance  can  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  proposed  department  or  any 
other  Federal  agency  unless  Congress  enacts 


a  law  for  that  purpose,  which  is  not  soon 
likely.  On  the  other  hand  the  present 
social  insurance  and  grant-in-aid  programs 
of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  widely  sup¬ 
ported  and  noncontroversial  in  character, 
have  reached  a  scope  which  leaders  in  these 
fields  have  long  felt  warranted  a  regular  de¬ 
partment  at  the  Cabinet  level. 

As  evidence  of  this  support  the  following 
is  pertinent:  In  1947  the  American  Council 
on  Education  and  the  National  Social  Wel¬ 
fare  Assembly,  central  clearinghouse  or¬ 
ganizations  for  virtually  all  national  asso¬ 
ciations  in  these  fields,  set  up  a  joint  com¬ 
mittee  composed  of  a  group  of  distinguished 
and  representative  leaders  in  all  areas  of 
health,  welfare,  and  education.  Many  meet¬ 
ings  were  held,  a  careful  report  was  prepared 
and  recommendations  made  for  a  combined 
department  as  proposed  in  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1.  Among  other  things  this  report 
recommended  that  “an  executive  department 
of  health,  education,  and  security,  headed 
by  a  Secretary  of  Cabinet  rank,  be  established 
at  this  time  by  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States”  and  further  “that  this  objective  be 
accomplished  by  legislation  converting  the 
existing  Federal  Security  Agency  into  such 
an  executive  department  and  transferring 
the  powers  and  duties  of  the  Agency  and  its 
Administrator  to  the  new  Department  and 
its  Secretary.”  This  is  exactly  what  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  does. 

Earlier  in  1945  the  committee  on  reor¬ 
ganization  of  community  services  of  the 
Woman’s  Foundation  of  which  Mrs.  Agnes 
Meyer  and  Dr.  Leonard  Mayo,  vice  president 
of  Western  Reserve  University,  served  as 
cochairman  likewise  recommended  "an  in¬ 
clusive  Federal  department  of  education, 
health,  recreation,  welfare,  and  social  in¬ 
surance.”  This  committee,  likewise,  was 
composed  of  distinguished  representatives  in 
thesr-'  fields.  Many  previous  proposals  had 
been  made  going  back  to  the  Harding  ad¬ 
ministration. 

At  the  recent  hearings  on  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  statements  in  behalf  of  the  plan 
were  submitted  by  the  following  organiza¬ 
tions  among  others :  American  Public 
Health  Association,  American  Council  on 
Education,  American  Public  Welfare  Asso¬ 
ciation,  Congress  of  Industrial  Organiza¬ 
tions,  American  Federation  of  Labor,  Amer¬ 
ican  Legion,  Family  Service  Association  of 
America,  National  Association  for  the  Ad¬ 
vancement  of  Colored  People,  Council  of 
Social  Action  of  the  Congregational  Church, 
American  Association  of  Social  Workers,  Na¬ 
tional  Federation  of  Settlements,  and  Dis¬ 
abled  American  Veterans. 

I  have  cited  these  facts  as  evidence  that 
this  proposal  for  a  Department  of  Welfare 
represents  the  historical  culmination  of 
long-felt  aspiration  on  the  part  of  an  im¬ 
portant  segment  of  American  life. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  Senate  will  recognize 
this  proposal  as  such,  and  permit  the  plan 
to  become  law,  thus  giving  to  millions  of 
Americans  the  reassurance  that  the  welfare 
of  our  own  people  Is  a  concern  of  Govern¬ 
ment  on  an  equal  footing  with  our  foreign 
affairs,  our  national  defense,  agriculture, 
business,  labor,  natural  resources,  and  law 
enforcement. 

Elizabeth  Wickenden, 
Washington  Representative,  Ameri¬ 
can  Public  Welfare  Association. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  one  of 
the  most  remarkable  and  amazing 
statements  I  have  heard  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  in  a  long  time  was  just  uttered 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Taft],  when  he  took  Mr.  Herbert 
Hoover,  former  President  of  the  United 
States,  to  task  by  telling  the  Senate  and 


the  country  that  Hoovpr  did  not  realize 
what  he  was  doing,  after  putting  in 
month  upon  month  of  constant  study 
upon  one  of  the  most  important  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans  which  has  ever  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  Furthermore,  if  we  should  judge 
what  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has  said  as 
being  the  truth,  then  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  is  the  only  lawyer  in  the  country 
who  understands  this  matter  perfectly 
and  properly,  and  all  the  lawyers  who 
were  around  Mr.  Hoover’s  Commission 
knew  absolutely  nothing  about  what 
they  were  doing  with  respect  to  the  one 
point  that  is  here  in  issue,  namely,  the 
point  dealing  with  the  united  medical 
services. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  My  time  is  limited.  The 
Senator  made  quite  a  speech,  and  I  am 
trying  to  answer  it. 

I  repeat,  I  am  shocked  and  surprised  to 
find  that  a  good  Republican  from  Ohio 
would  deal  with  Mr.  Hoover  in  any  such 
manner.  I  can  understand  how  a  Dem¬ 
ocrat  perhaps  might  take  Mr.  Hoover 
apart,  but  it  is  a  little  difficult  for  me  to 
understand  how  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
can  do  this,  in  view  of  the  long  hours, 
and  the  days,  and  the  weeks,  and  the 
months,  which  were  spent  by  this  servant 
of  the  people  in  connection  with  this  re¬ 
organization  plan. 

Mr.  President,  on  August  12,  Mr.  John¬ 
son,  who  heads  the  Citizens  Committee 
for  the  Hoover  Report,  wrote  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States.  I  shall  omit 
the  first  paragraph  of  his  letter.  Mr. 
Johnson  said: 

Analysis  shows  that  plan  No.  1  contains 
two  of  the  six  major  recommendations  of 
the  Commission  with  respect  to  the  creation 
of  a  Department  of  Welfare.  The  committee 
calls  attention  to  the  testimony  of  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Herbert  Hoover  before  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Expenditures  on  June  30  in 
which  he  expresses  belief  that  specific  legis¬ 
lation  might  be  required  to  effectuate  some 
of  the  major  provisions  omitted  by  the  plan, 
especially  that  relating  to  United  Medical 
Services. 

That  is  the  exact  position  taken  by 
the  President  of  the  United  States  in 
the  submission  of  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1.  I  continue  reading  from  the 
letter : 

The  committee  advocates  acceptance  of 
plan  No.  1  with  the  understanding  that  the 
President  and  the  Congress  should  move 
promptly  to  effectuate  the  balance  of  the 
changes  contemplated  by  the  Commission. 
It  was  the  consensus  of  the  Commission, 
later  expressed  in  testimony  by  Mr.  Hoover, 
that  in  raising  the  educational  and  social- 
security  functions  of  Government  to  de¬ 
partmental  status,  the  new  Department 
might  more  properly  be  called  a  Department 
of  Education  and  Social  Security. 

On  this  Citizens’  Committee  for  the 
Hoover  Report  are  outstanding  citizens 
like  Hon.  Warren  Austin;  Hon.  William 
L.  Clayton;  Gen.  Charles  G.  Dawes;  Hon. 
James  A.  Farley;  Hon.  John  N.  Garner; 
Hon.  Allen  B.  Kline,  head  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Farm  Bureau  Federation;  Hon.  Rob¬ 
ert  P.  Patterson;  Hon.  Harold  E.  Stas- 
sen;  Mi\  Charles  E.  Wilson,  and  others. 

Some  of  the  learned  and  able  men  of 
this  country  are  on  the  board  of  the 
Citizens’  Committee  for  the  Hoover  Re- 
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port.  They  undoubtedly  had  their  own 
lawyers,  with  whom  they  conferred  when 
necessary,  on  each  and  every  one  of  the 
reorganization  plans  which  were  sub¬ 
mitted. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  in  line  with  the 
telegram  that  was  sent  by  the  former 
President  of  the  United  States,  Hon.  Her¬ 
bert  Hoover,  today,  in  connection  with 
the  plan. 

I  like  to  refer  to  the  minority  report 
submitted  by  the  able  junior  Senator 
from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith],  which  says 
so  much  in  such  a  few  words.  She  said: 

I  would  summarize  my  conclusions  less 
eloquently  and  more  briefly  by  observing  that 
(1)  the  plan  follows  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendations  as  far  as  it  goes;  (2)  the 
issue  is  not  socialized  medicine  as  some  would 
have  us  believe — were  this  true  I  would  op¬ 
pose  the  plan  because  I  am  opposed  to  so¬ 
cialized  medicine. 

Mr.  President,  whether  this  plan  shall 
be  defeated  or  shall  win,  it  will  be  an 
issue  on  the  hustings,  so  far  as  concerns 
many  Senators  and  Members  of  the 
House  who  are  attempting  to  lay  social¬ 
ized  medicine  at  the  door  of  this  admin¬ 
istration.  As  is  said  by  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith],  if  this 
were  an  out-and-out  socialized-medicine 
proposition,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
would  not  be  on  his  feet  arguing  for  it, 
because  from  the  time  I  first  became  a 
Member  of  Congress  I  have  told  my  con¬ 
stituents  consistently  that  I  am  unal¬ 
terably  opposed  to  socialized  medicine. 

With  further  reference  to  socialized 
medicine,  I  wish  to  read  what  the  doc¬ 
tors  are  telegraphing  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  as  a  result  of  the  high-powered 
propaganda  machine  which  has  been 
hired  by  the  American  Medical  Associa¬ 
tion.  I  have  here  a  telegram  from  a 
close  friend  of  mine,  who  is  a  wonderful 
doctor  in  central  Illinois.  He  says : 

Dzar  Scott:  We  are  strongly  opposed  to 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  mainly  because  it 
does  not  correct  the  faults  of  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Agency  and  replace  it  with  a  Health  De¬ 
partment  under  a  physician.  It  does  place 
almost  unlimited  power  in  hands  of  Federal 
Security  Agency  Director  who  is  on  record 
as  wanting  to  socialize  our  entire  economy. 
We  feel  this  Director  cannot  be  trusted  and 
ask  your  support  in  opposing  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  regret  I  have  not  the 
time.  I  shall  yield  some  other  day  when 
we  are  talking  about  another  subject  in 
which  the  Senator  and  I  are  interested. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  that  is  the 
type  of  propaganda  which  is  being  sent 
to  Senators,  many  of  whom  for  some 
cause  or  other,  are  being  lured  by  the 
American  Medical  Association  into  the 
position  of  voting  against  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  because  of  a  confused 
issue. 

I  have  here  another  telegram  which 
says: 

Re  proposed  Secretary  of  Welfare.  Oscar 
Ewing  is  a  danger  to  our  country. 

That  is  signed  by  a  medical  man.  And 
so  they  go. 

The  whole  issue  seems  to  be  whether  or 
not  we  are  going  to  have  Oscar  Ewing 


as  the  Administrator  of  this  Department. 
It  has  been  argued  over  and  over  again 
that  if  it  is  possible  to  get  49  votes  to 
override  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  it 
will  be  possible  to  get  49  votes  to  defeat 
Oscar  Ewing,  if  his  name  shall  be  sent 
to  the  Senate  for  confirmation  as  the 
head  of  the  new  department. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  would  be  the  time 
to  hit  Oscar  Ewing  below  the  belt  if  one 
desired  to  do  so,  and  not  in  connection 
with  a  particular  plan  which  has  merit. 

Mr.  President,  ever  since  I  have  been 
a  Member  of  Congress  there  has  always 
been  someone  wanting  to  reorganize  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government, 
and  every  time,  we  have  found  the  same 
group,  either  in  the  House  or  the  Senate, 
throttling  the  plan. 

If  the  pending  plan  is  defeated,  we  will 
know  exactly  where  the  responsibility 
lies.  The  country  will  know  it  in  the  1950 
campaign.  This  is  certain  to  be  an  issue, 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Is  the  Senator  aware  of 
the  fact  that  the  Senator  from  Ohio  and 
other  Senators  have  received  telegrams 
from  CIO  unions  in  their  States  urging 
the  approval  of  the  plan,  that  their 
propaganda  is  just  as  great  here,  in  effect, 
as  the  medical  propaganda  on  the  other 
side? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  would  hope  that  the 
CIO  would  propagandize  the  Senator 
from  Ohio,  because  he  needs  a  little  of  it. 

Mr.  President,  in  connection  with  the 
United  Medical  Administration,  some  of 
the  major  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  concerning  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  are  highly  con¬ 
troversial  and  are  the  subject  of  pro¬ 
found  disagreement  among  experts  in 
public  administration.  Such  is  the  pro¬ 
posal  for  a  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion,  which  is  recommended  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Ohio  and  others  who  are  op¬ 
posed  to  plan  No.  1,  and  who  say  that  the 
provision  for  such  an  agency  is  the  only 
thing  that  will  ever  lead  them  to  vote  for 
a  reorganization  plan.  This  recom¬ 
mendation  had  the  unqualified  support 
of  only  four  members  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission.  The  other  eight  dissented  for 
one  reason  or  another  and  three  mem¬ 
bers  were  in  complete  disagreement  with 
the  plan. 

It  would  have  been  very  unwise  for  the 
President  to  attempt  to  set  up  such  an 
independent  medical  agency  as  a  part  of 
this  first  reorganization  plan.  Such  a 
proposal  would  have  been  overwhelmed 
by  controversy  which  would  have  result¬ 
ed  in  the  defeat  of  any  proposed  reor¬ 
ganization  plan. 

Had  the  President  sent  up  what  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  asking  we  could 
have  discussed  it  only  10  hours,  which 
would  have  been  fortunate,  but  had  the 
10-hour  limitation  not  been  in  the  law, 
we  would  have  been  here  another  3  weeks 
upon  that  one  question  alone.  It  was  a 
wise  course  to  confine  the  first  plan  to 
those  recommendations  which  had  the 
unanimous  support  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission.  The  recommendations  which 
are  extremely  controversial  were  prop¬ 


erly  withheld  until  they  could  be  studied 
more  thoroughly  by  the  President  and 
Congress.  Such  proposals  are  at  this 
time  receiving  such  study  and  considera¬ 
tion. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  has  before  it  a  bill  which 
would  create  a  United  Medical  Admin¬ 
istration.  No  Senator  would  expect  that 
committee  to  report  the  bill  until  it  had 
been  given  thorough  study.  It  should  be 
clear  that  the  President  should  not  sub¬ 
mit  a  similar  proposal  to  Congress  until 
it  has  been  thoroughly  considered. 

The  Commission  on  Organization  of 
the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government 
recommended  that  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  be  made  an  executive  depart¬ 
ment  along  organizational  lines,  precisely 
identical  with  the  President’s  proposed 
plan. 

The  Commission,  however,  recom¬ 
mended  that  certain  functions  now  in 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  be. trans¬ 
ferred  to  other  agencies,  and  functions 
in  other  agencies  be  transferred  to  the 
new  Welfare  Department.  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  does  not  provide  for  these 
transfers.  These  recommended  transfers 
are: 

The  Commission  recommended  that 
the  following  functions  be  transferred 
from  the  FSA: 

First.  The  Public  Health  Service  is  to 
be  transferred  to  a  new  organization  to 
be  created,  the  United  Medical  Adminis¬ 
tration. 

Second.  The  Bureau  of  Employees 
Compensation  and  the  Employees  Com¬ 
pensation  Appeals  Board  is  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Labor  Department. 

Third.  The  Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration  is  to  be  transferred  in  part  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  and  in  part 
to  the  new  United  Medical  Administra¬ 
tion. 

The  Hoover  Commission  also  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
be  transferred  from  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  placed  in  the  new  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare. 

Opposition  to  this  plan  is  given  a  cer¬ 
tain  respectable  appearance  by  being 
placed  on  the  following  grounds: 

It  is  argued  that  the  plan  does  not 
carry  out  all  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  relating  to  the  FSA. 

That  is  what  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Taft]  has  been  arguing  today. 

It  is  also  argued  that  “no  permanent 
realinement  as  proposed  under  plan  No. 
1”  should  be  approved  until  Congress  de¬ 
termines  whether  or  not  there  shall  be 
created  a  United  Medical  Administration: 
This  argument  is  stressed  by  the  Senate 
committee. 

I  contend  that  neither  of  these  objec¬ 
tions  is  valid.  The  President  in  his  mes¬ 
sage  to  Congress  recognized  that  the 
plan  did  not  go  all  the  way.  He  stated: 

I  am  fully  aware  of  the  recommendations 
of  the  Commission  *  *  *.  With  respect 

to  the  various  units  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  *  *  *  proposals  are  currently 

under  study,  but  final  conclusions  have  not 
been  reached  with  respect  to  them. 

Herbert  Hoover  in  his  testimony  before 
the  Senate  committee  firmly  supported 
the  President’s  reorganization  plan.  He 
did  not  believe  that  any  part  of  his  rec¬ 
ommendations  were  jeopardized  by  the 
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President’s  action  in  taking  one  step  at 
a  time. 

He  stated  that  the  setting  up  of  a 
United  Medical  Administration  required 
legislative  action,  and  “Therefore  it  is  no 
criticism  of  the  President’s  plan  to  point 
out  that  those  bureaus  cannot  be  trans¬ 
ferred  at  the  present  moment.” 

Do  Senators  think  he  did  not  have 
legal  advice  when  he  made  that  state¬ 
ment?  Do  Senators  think  he  was  misled 
by  someone  into  making  that  statement? 
Do  Senators  believe  that  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  is  the  only  Senator  who  pos¬ 
sesses  all  the  legal  knowledge  in  the 
country  upon  a  question  of  this  nature? 

Mr.  Hoover  pointed  out  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  been  very  cooperative  and  there 
is  no  reason  to  assume  that  the  rest  of 
the  Commission’s  recommendations  will 
not  be  given  thorough  consideration. 

In  other  words,  the  fact  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident  chose  to  take  one  large  single  step 
at  the  outset  does  not  preclude  further 
reorganizations. 

Here  is  a  strange  thing,  Mr.  President. 
I  presume  the  Senator  from  Illinois  re¬ 
ceived  not  less  than  15,000  letters  from 
the  State  of  Illinois  and  from  other  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  Nation  requesting  that  I 
vigorously  support  the  reorganization  of 
Government  agencies,  as  submitted  by 
the  Hoover  Commission.  I  replied  to 
each  and  every  writer  of  such  letters  that 
I  would  do  so.  I  have  found,  after  a 
careful  analysis  of  the  letters,  that  some 
of  the  writers  who  wanted  me  to  support 
the  reorganization  plan  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  efficiency  and  economy  in  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  now  asking  me  to  do  just 
the  opposite. 

Mr.  President,  the  Hoover  Commission 
was  unanimous  in  its  view  that  a  Welfare 
Department  should  be  created.  It  was 
not  unanimous  as  to  its  functions,  and 
this  is  important.  Every  President  since 
Harding  has  recommended  the  creation 
of  such  a  department.  We  have  gone 
all  over  the  history  of  reorganization, 
and  every  Member  of  the  Senate  knows 
about  it. 

Mr.  President,  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  contains  many  Members  of 
great  legal  ability.  One  of  them  is  Rep¬ 
resentative  Brown  of  Ohio,  who,  I  am 
told,  managed  the  campaign  of  the  -sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  for 
President  of  the  United  States  last  year. 
He  was  for  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 
Yet  with  all  the  legal  talent  there  is  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  there  was 
little  or  no  objection  in  the  House  re¬ 
specting  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1.  The 
Members  of  the  House  usually  raise  con¬ 
siderably  more  disturbance  about  mat¬ 
ters  of  this  kind  that  does  the  Senate. 

No,  Mr.  President;  it  is  the  same  old 
story.  Someone  wants  to  defeat  the  ad¬ 
ministration  in  its  submission  of  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1.  Someone  wants 
to  defeat  the  administration  because 
there  is  a  man  named  Oscar  Ewing  who 
a  certain  doctor  says  is  a  danger  to  the 
country,  who  he  believes  is  going  to  so¬ 
cialize  everything.  Yet,  as  Senators 
know,  Mr.  Ewing  was  making  a  great 
deal  of  money  as  a  practicing  attorney, 
one  of  his  clients  being  the  Aluminum 
Corp.  of  America,  before  he  took  the 


position  which  the  Government  offered 
him.  I  do  not  think  a  man  of  that  kind 
can  be  socialized  overnight,  as  some 
Senators  seem  to  believe. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  it  seems 
to  me  that  Senators  of  the  United  States 
are  being  overly  severe  when  they  take 
the  position  that  a  person  who  is  in¬ 
volved  in  connection  with  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  plan,  is  the  real  issue  at  stake. 
The  principle,  rather  than  the  man,  is 
the  real  issue,  as  was  so  well  expressed  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mrs.  Smith]. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  are  ever  going  to 
secure  reorganization  of  Government 
departments,  Senators  had  better  begin 
right  now  with  the  approval  of  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1.  We  have  now  before 
us  the  greatest  opportunity  we  have  had 
in  a  long,  long  time  to  do  what  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  be  done  to  secure  reorganization 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
House  of  Representatives  has  passed  over 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  with  all  the 
legal  talent  there  is  in  the  House,  with  all 
the  eminent  lawyers  there  are  in  the 
House  committees — and  they  have 
agreed  to  do  so  with  little  or  no  opposi¬ 
tion — it  seems  strange  to  me  that  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States  should  be  re¬ 
sponsible  in  the  eyes  of  the  Nation  for 
repudiating  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  repudiating  the  former 
President  of  the  United  States  Herbert 
Ploover,  and  for  repudiating  the  Citizens 
Committee  for  the  Hoover  Report,  and 
all  the  fine  men  who  have  done  such  good 
work  over  so  long  a  period  in  connection 
with  reorganization  in  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith]. 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine.  Mr.  President, 
this  is  the  first  test  on  whether  the  Con¬ 
gress  really  wants  reoganization  of  our 
executive  branch  or  not.  What  we  do  on 
plan  No.  1  will  set  the  stage  for  reception 
of  all  other  plans. 

I  am  for  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
because,  first,  the  plan  follows  the  Hoov¬ 
er  Commission  recommendations  as  far 
as  it  goes;  second,  the  issue  is  not  so¬ 
cialized  medicine,  as  some  would  have  us 
believe  (were  this  true  I  would  oppose 
the  plan  because  I  am  opposed  to  so¬ 
cialized  medicine) ;  third,  the  issue  is  not 
one  of  personalities  but  rather  one  of 
principle — the  plan  itself  is  more  impor¬ 
tant  than  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing  or  any  other 
individual  or  any  special  pressure  group; 
and,  fourth,  perfection  and  unanimous 
agreement  will  never  be  obtained  at  the 
outset  on  any  plan  of  reorganization,  but 
lack  of  perfection  and  unanimity  should 
not  be  permitted  to  prevent  a  start  on 
improvement,  and  this  plan  is  definitely 
a  start  on  improvement. 

The  President  has  asked  for  the  au¬ 
thority.  Let  Congress  grant  it  to  him. 
Then  if  the  plan  fails  of  its  objectives, 
the  responsibility  -  will  be  that  of  the 
President,  not  of  Congress. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names : 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Mlllikin 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Morse 

Baldwin 

Hill 

Mundt 

Brewster 

Hoey 

Murray 

Bricker 

Holland 

Myers 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Neely 

Butler 

Hunt 

O'Conor 

Byrd 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Cain 

Jenner 

Pepper 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robertson 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Saltonstall 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

Kem 

Smith,  Maine 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Downey 

Knowland 

Stennis 

Dulles 

Langer 

Taft 

Eastland 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Ecton 

Long 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Thye 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Frear 

McClellan 

Vandenberg 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Watkins 

George 

McKellar 

Wherry 

Gillette 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Graham 

Malone 

Williams 

Green 

Martin 

Withers 

Gurney 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Miller 

Young 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  25  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt], 

Let  me  say  that  I  understand  this  is 
his  first  time  to  address  the  Senate.  I 
know  that  on  this  very  important  issue, 
in  which  he  is  vitally  interested,  and  in 
which  all  members  of  his  profession  are 
interested,  all  of  us  will  enjoy  his  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wyoming  is  recognized  for 
25  minutes. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  I  may  say 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  that  this  is  not  my  maiden  presenta¬ 
tion  to  the  Senate.  I  first  addressed 
the  Senate  regarding  the  sales  tax,  about 
which  I  am  sure  all  of  us  know  by  this 
time. 

Mr.  President,  for  many  and  various 
reasons,  affecting  the  health  of  all  the 
people  of  the  Nation,  reasons  that  are 
sound  and  convincing,  I  have  joined 
with  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright]  and  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Taft]  in  opposition  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  and 
I  express  my  support  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendation  and  report  as 
transmitted  to  the  President  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  March  5,  1949,  above  the  signa¬ 
ture  of  Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman. 

Mr.  President,  today  we  have  heard  a 
great  debate  in  reference  to  whether 
these  two  plans  differ.  The  President’s 
plan  provides,  and  I  quote  exactly: 

Section  1.  Department  of  Welfare:  The 
name  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  is  here¬ 
by  changed  to  Department  of  Welfare  and 
such  Department  is  hereby  constituted  an 
executive  department. 

Sec.  2.  (b)  All  of  the  functions  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare  and  of  all  officers  and 
constituent  units  thereof,  including  all  the 
functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Admin¬ 
istrator,  are  hereby  consolidated  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Welfare. 

Therefore,  the  President’s  plan  No.  1 
provides  that  the  health  services,  educa¬ 
tional  departments,  and  the  Federal  Se- 
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curity  Agency  shall  be  consolidated  into 
one  new  department  with  Cabinet  rank 
and  designated  the  Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare.  There  in  essence  we  have  plan  No. 
1 — a  very  direct,  plain,  simple  statement 
that  cannot  be  misunderstood.  I  am 
opposed  to  it. 

The  Hoover  Commission,  in  its  final 
report.  Task  Force  Report  on  Federal 
Medical  Services  (Appendix  O),  and  in 
its  report  on  medical  activities  March  16, 
1949,  states: 

1.  To  provide  better  medical  care  for  the 
beneficiaries  of  the  Federal  Government's 
medical  program, 

2.  To  create  a  better  foundation  for  train¬ 
ing  and  medical  services  in  the  Federal  agen¬ 
cies, 

3.  To  reduce  the  drain  of  doctors  away 
from  private  practice, 

4.  To  provide  better  organization  for  med¬ 
ical  research, 

5.  To  promote  a  better  state  of  medical 
preparedness  for  war — 

Then  this  recommendation  is  made : 

To  accomplish  these  purposes,  the  Com¬ 
mission  recommends  the  establishment  of  a 
United  Medical  Administration  into  which 
would  be  consolidated  most  of  the  large 
scale  activities  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
the  fields  of  medical  care,  medical  research, 
and  public  health. 

The  report  further  states : 

The  Task  Force  on  Medical  Services  was 
instructed  to  base  its  original  report  on  the 
premise  that  “the  Commission  will  recom¬ 
mend  a  -cabinet  department  embracing 
health,  education,  and  security.”  However, 
in  view  of  the  size  of  the  medical  operations 
of  the  Federal  Government  and  the  extreme 
dissimilarities  among  the  activities  which 
would  have  composed  such  a  department, 
the  task  force  was  later  requested  to  con¬ 
sider  the  advisability  of  placing  medical  serv¬ 
ice  functions  in  a  single  agency.  Its  sup¬ 
plementary  report  favors  very  strongly  a  sep¬ 
arate  united  medical  administration.  The 
agency  should  be  headed  by  a  professional 
career  director  general,  and  he  “should  re¬ 
port  directly  to  the  President.” 

The  Hoover  Commission  report  on  so¬ 
cial  security  likewise  specifically  recom¬ 
mends  the  establishment  of  a  united 
medical  administration  reporting  direct¬ 
ly  to  the  President.  So  we  have  2  task 
forces  saying  in  the  Ploover  report  ex¬ 
actly  the  same  thing,  in  essence.  Nine 
of  the  twelve  members  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  recommended  and  voted  for  the  task 
force  report  for  the  establishment  of  a 
United  Medical  Administration. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  dwelt  on  this 
point  at  some  length,  in  order  to  make 
it  crystal  clear,  I  hope,  that  the  proposed 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is  not  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion.  At  this  time,  let  me  say  that  a  vote 
in  favor  of  the  resolution  submitted  by 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright]  ,  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Taft],  and  myself  will  not  be  a  vote 
against  the  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations,  but  will  be  a  vote  to  give  the 
Senate  a  chance  to  study  the  Hoover 
report  recommendations.  I  have  studied 
them,  and  I  support  them.  Let  me  say 
that  there  is  not  even  any  coincidental 
or  accidental  similarity  between  the 
Hoover  report  and  plan  No.  1,  as  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  President. 

Several  times  in  debate  it  has  been 
developed  that  recommendations  for  es¬ 


tablishing  a  department  along  the  gen¬ 
eral  lines  proposed  in  Plan  No.  1  have 
been  urged  on  the  Congress  since  1935, 
and  each  Congress  has  seen  fit  not  to 
accept  such  a  plan.  There  must  be  a 
reason  for  it.  It  is  my  hope  that  this 
Congress  again  will  not  accept  the  plan 
as  submitted. 

Before  entering  upon  a  discussion  of 
the  pending  resolution,  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  wishes  to  invite  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act  passed  by  this  body  by  a 
voice  vote  on  June  20,  of  this  year,  by 
that  act  the  Congress  gave  to  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  broad  powers  to  legislate. 
Probably  never  in  the  history  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  the  legislative  branch  sur¬ 
rendered  its  prerogatives,  its  rights,  and 
its  duties,  to  such  a  great  degree.  Every 
one  of  the  four  sections  of  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  of  1949  is,  of  course, 
legislation. 

After  passing  legislative  functions  to 
the  executive  department,  we  proceeded 
to  tie  our  own  hands  and  to  make  it  ex¬ 
tremely  difficult  to  prevent  the  executive 
department  from  making  far-reaching 
changes  in  all  departments  of  the  na¬ 
tional  governmental  structure.  We 
granted  to  the  executive  department  the 
right  to  transfer  from  one  jurisdiction 
to  another  all  or  any  departments;  to 
abolish  the  function  of  any  or  all  depart¬ 
ments;  to  consolidate;  to  coordinate;  to 
authorize  any  officer  to  delegate  his  func¬ 
tions;  and  then,  in  the  same  act,  we  se¬ 
curely  tied  the  hands  of  the  Congress  by 
giving  the  Congress  only  60  days  to  dis¬ 
approve  such  changes — a  most  unusual 
provision,  existing  nowhere  else  in  our 
legislative  processes — and  giving  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  only  10  days  to  conduct 
hearings  and  to  report  to  the  Senate  on 
any  resolution  not  to  approve  a  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan. 

We  then  made  other  special  Senate 
rules.  We  provided  that  only  a  Senator 
favoring  the  resolution  can  move  to  dis¬ 
charge  the  committee;  debate  thereon  is 
limited  to  1  hour;  such  motion  cannot 
be  renewed;  and  debate  shall  be  limited 
to  10  hours  on  a  resolution  not  to  ap¬ 
prove.  Therefore  the  Senate  is  limited, 
as  never  before  in  its  consideration  of 
tremendously  important  legislation.  . 

Further  than  that,  Mr.  President,  we 
have  made  it  impossible  to  submit  any 
amendments  to  such  a  resolution.  Ap¬ 
parently,  to  be  doubly  sure  that  the 
wishes  of  Congress  could  not  prevail, 
we,  the  Congress,  provided  that  a  reso¬ 
lution  disapproving  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  or  plans  submitted  by  the  execu¬ 
tive  department  must  have  a  favorable 
vote  by  a  constitutional  majority,  thus 
defeating  or  thwarting  the  wishes  of  a 
simple  majority.  One  other  unusual 
section  provides  for  the  appointing  of 
an  unnamed  Cabinet  officer  for  a  60-day 
period  without  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  the  Congress  will,  to  my 
way  of  thinking,  on  many  future  occa¬ 
sions,  have  ample  and  just  cause  to  regret 
its  hasty,  improvident  action  in  depriv¬ 
ing  itself  of  vital  and  necessary  legisla¬ 
tive  prerogatives  and,  in  so  doing,  giving 
unprecedented  encouragement  to  a  more 
powerful,  centralized,  bureaucratic  form 


of  government.  Recovery  of  these  leg¬ 
islative  prerogatives  will  be  extremely 
difficult,  if  not  impossible. 

We  often  hear  the  statement,  “The 
bureaus  are  running  the  Government.” 
Well,  Mr.  President,  we,  the  Congress, 
by  passing  the  Reorganization  Act  so 
hastily  and  without  due  consideration, 
have  voluntarily  given  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  bureaus  more  power,  prestige,  and 
influence  than  they  have  ever  heretofore 
enjoyed. 

Senate  Resolution  147  resolves  that 
the  Senate  does  not  favor  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1,  transmitted  to  Congress 
by  the  President  on  June  20,  1949. 

It  has  long  been  a  practice,  and  an 
intelligent  practice — I  think  one  could 
say  it  has  always  been  the  policy — that 
the  Senate  follows  and  approves  the 
actions  of  its  committees.  Because  of 
the  far-reaching  effects  of  the  proposed 
reorganization  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government,  plan  No.  1  and  Senate 
Resolution  147  were  given  most  careful, 
thorough,  and  painstaking  consideration 
and  study.  The  committee  reported  fa¬ 
vorably  Senate  Resolution  157  by  a  vote 
of  7  to  4,  one  of  the  minority  reserving 
the  right  to  vote  with  the  majority  when 
the  resolution  came  before  the  Senate. 

Some  16  or  18  witnesses  testified,  wit¬ 
nesses  who  were  in  close  touch  with  the 
subject  and  thoroughly  informed,  and 
who  have  the  greatest  interest  in  plan 
No.  1.  About  30  statements  were  sub¬ 
mitted  for  committee  consideration.  At 
the  close  of  the  hearings  1,493  letters, 
telegrams,  and  statements  had  been  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  committee.  Several  hun¬ 
dred  have  since  been  received.  Of  the 
1,498,  in  round  numbers  1,500,  1,404  ex¬ 
pressed  opposition  to  the  plan  and  urged 
favorable  action  on  Senate  Resolution 
147.  Only  94  supported  the  plan.  In 
other  words,  of  those  having  a  direct  in¬ 
terest  in  the  plan,  there  were  15  opposed 
to  1  who  favored  it,  and  of  the  1,500 
opposing  plan  No.  1,  almost  all  favored 
an  independent  health  agency  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Hoover  Commission. 

Mr.  President,  with  only  isolated  ex¬ 
ceptions,  189,000  doctors  of  the  United 
States  oppose  plan  No.  1 ;  189,000  doctors, 
the  best  trained,  most  skillful  doctors  in 
all  the  world  at  any  time  in  all  the 
world’s  history,  doctors  who  have  made 
this  Nation  the  healthiest  of  all  nations. 
Our  death  rate  is  the  lowest.  Our  life 
expectancy  has  risen  from  35  years, 
when  we  established  our  Government,  to 
67  years — the  longest  life  expectancy  of 
any  people  on  the  face  of  the  earth.  Our 
workingmen  lose  from  illness  an  average 
of  only  8  days  a  year,  as  compared  to  28 
days  only  49  years  ago,  at  the  turn  of  the 
century.  That  is  approximately  one- 
half  the  days  lost  from  work  a  year  be¬ 
cause  of  illness  in  England  and  other 
countries. 

Mr.  President,  these  men  who  have 
made  America  the  healthiest  nation  in  all 
the  history  of  the  world,  these  men  who 
know  whereof  they  speak,  oppose  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1.  Seventy 
thousand  dentists  of  the  United  States 
oppose  this  plan,  and  489,000  nurses  op¬ 
pose  it.  The  hospital  association  opposes 
the  plan,  and  34,000  retail  druggists  op¬ 
pose  it.  This  opposition  comes  from 
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highly  intelligent,  good,  loyal  American 
citizens.  It  comes  from  every  State  in 
the  Union  and  from  all  sections  of  every 
State,  from  the  crossroads  and  up  the 
fork  of  the  creek,  as  well  as  from  our 
larger  cities.  Surely  there  must  be,  and 
there  are,  good  and  sufficient  reasons 
for  this  opposition. 

The  health  services  of  the  United 
States,  as  expressed  through  the  doctors, 
dentists,  nurses,  hospitals,  and  druggists 
are  of  the  opinion  that  if  the  Govern¬ 
ment  health  agency  is  submerged  within 
a  multi-purpose  department,  the  health 
functions  would  be  impeded  by  con¬ 
siderations  pertaining  to  the  other  func¬ 
tions  of  welfare  and  education  in  the 
Department.  They  feel  and  they  fear — 
and  I  share  their  fear  and  their  think¬ 
ing — that  education  will  be  dominated 
by  the  welfare  idea,  welfare  thinking,  and 
social -security  planning.  I  might  say 
that  is  the  situation  to  some  extent,  at 
the  present  time,  with  the  authority  of 
the  present  Federal  Security  Adminis¬ 
trator  quite  limited  as  compared  with 
the  authority  and  power  which  would  be 
vested  in  the  Secretary  in  event  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  should  be  ap¬ 
proved. 

The  health  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  is  so  important  that  appropria¬ 
tions  for  administration  of  health  serv¬ 
ices  should  be  clearly  identified  as  such 
and  not  associated  with  or  confused  with 
appropriations  for  administration  for 
social  security,  welfare,  or  other  social 
programs. 

Mr.  President,  the  supreme  medical  im¬ 
portance  of  the  position  of  Surgeon  Gen¬ 
eral  or  Director  General  of  health  serv¬ 
ices  of  the  United  States  should  com¬ 
mand,  irrespective  of  all  other  considera¬ 
tions,  the  ablest  medical  and  health  ad¬ 
ministrator  who  can  be  secured.  It  is. 
very  doubtful  that  a  medically  trained 
person  of  such  qualifications  would  be 
available  to  accept  such  a  responsibility 
under  a  lay  Secretary,  lay  administra¬ 
tors,  and  lay  policy-makers.  No,  Mr. 
President;  the  health  services  of  our 
country  should  be  under  competent, 
qualified  medical  supervision,  as  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  Hoover  Report.  Health  is 
such  a  highly  developed,  positive  spe¬ 
cialty,  that,  it  should  not  be  considered  a 
subsidiary  of,  or  of  secondary  importance 
to,  social  security  and  welfare. 

Efficiency  in  the  Government’s  numer¬ 
ous  activities  can  be  greatly  enhanced  by 
their  close  correlation  and  concentration 
under  a  professionally  trained  adminis¬ 
trator. 

My  mail  and  telegrams  decry  and  bit¬ 
terly  assail  the  plan  to  place  vital  health 
matters,  including  the  assaying  of  drugs, 
under  the  control  of  nonprofessional  and 
political  domination,  under  a  Secretary 
of  Welfare,  uneducated  in  the  scientific 
fields  he  is  directed  to  administer. 

The  attitude  of  the  present  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  and  of  the  Federal  Security 
Administrator,  as  expressed  in  his  ad¬ 
vocacy  of  socialized  medicine,  has  dis¬ 
couraged  to  this  date  many  fine  young 
men  from  entering  medical  college  and 
subsequently  becoming  members  of  the 
medical  profession. 


The  present  Administrator,  who,  with¬ 
out  a  doubt,  will  become  Secretary  of  Wel¬ 
fare  if  this  plan  be  adopted,  who  testi¬ 
fied  in  favor  of  plan  No.  1,  stated  that 
he  would  in  no  way  relent — let  me  repeat 
that — he  would  in  no  way  relent  his  ad¬ 
vocacy  of  a  proposed  compulsory  health 
program.  Yet  we  have  heard  today  in  the 
debate  that  socialized  medicine  is  not 
the  issue.  I  say  it  is  the  issue,  for,  if  the 
Social  Security  Administrator  may  be¬ 
come  the  Director  of  Welfare,  with  the 
prestige  of  a  Cabinet  position  back  of 
him  with  thousands  upon  thousands  of 
employees  he  will  have  to  infiltrate 
through  educational  avenues,  through 
health  avenues,  and  through  welfare  ave¬ 
nues,  he  will  have  a  source  of  propaganda 
unequaled  in  any  other  agency  in  the 
United  States  Government  at  any  time 
in  the  history  of  the  Nation. 

Under  the  presently  existing  Federal 
Security  Agency  the  Administrator  does 
not  have  authority  to  delegate  functions 
of  agencies  under  him.  He  can  merely 
supervise  and  direct.  The  question  was 
asked  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  what 
changes  will  take  place  if  plan  No.  1 
shall  be  adopted.  The  specific  plan  sets 
forth - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
has  less  than  a  minute  left. 

Mr.  HUNT.  The  specific  plan  sets 
forth  that  the  Secretary  of  Welfare  is 
authorized  to  delegate  to  any  officer  or 
employee  or  to  any  bureau  or  any  other 
organization  such  of  his  functions,  and 
so  forth.  Today  the  law  is  that  the  Sur- 
gean  General  and  the  Commissioner  of 
Education  may  delegate  all  functions,  all 
the  authority,  all  the  power  now  vested 
in  them,  respectively. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  time  of 
the  Senator  has  expired.  The  Senator 
from  Arkansas  has  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  that  time  to  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming. 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan  No.  1  involves  such  a  large 
group  of  persons,  such  a  tremendous  ap¬ 
propriation,  such  great  numbers  of  per¬ 
sonnel,  that  I  think  only  ineffective  ad¬ 
ministration  can  possibly  follow.  Four 
of  the  largest  departments  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  pass  to  its  jurisdiction. 

On  the .  State  level  these  three  serv¬ 
ices  are  separate  and  distinct.  We  shall 
meet  with  refusal  by  the  State  depart¬ 
ments  when  attempts  are  made  to  bring 
them  into  one  organization. 

Congress  has  already  made  great 
strides  toward  reorganization.  The 
passage  of  the  Unification  Act  was  a 
milestone,  and  it  will  accomplish  more 
with  reference  to  the  saving  of  money 
to  the  taxpayers  than  all  the  rest  of  the 
plans  put  together. 

Mr.  President,  this  plan  is  not  actually 
plan  No.  1.  It  is  actually  plan  No.  8. 
It  appears  to  me  that  without  a  question 
of  doubt  at  least  six  of  the  reorganization 
plans  will  be  looked  upon  favorably  by 
the  Congress.  One,  or  possibly  two, 
may  be  disapproved.  That  is  a  batting 
average  of  some  750  percent — and  that 
is  pretty  good  batting  average  in  any 
man’s  league. 


I  say  that  by  supporting  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  147  we  are  not  in  any  sense  of  the 
word  acting  against  the  Hoover  recom¬ 
mendations. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum, 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Milllkin 

Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Morse 

Baldwin 

Hill 

Mundt 

Brewster 

Hcey 

Murray 

Brlcker 

Holland 

Myers 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Neely 

Butler 

Hunt 

O'Conor 

Byrd 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Cain 

Jenner 

Pepper 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robertson 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Saltonstall 

Connally 

Kefauver 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

Kem 

Smith,  Maine 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Smith.  N.  J. 

Douglas 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Downey 

Knowland 

Stennis 

Dulles 

Danger 

Taft 

Eastland 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Ecton 

Long 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Thye 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Frear 

McClellan 

Vandenberg 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Watkins 

George 

McKellar 

Wherry 

Gillette 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Graham 

Malone 

Williams 

Green 

Martin 

Withers 

Gurney 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Miller 

Young 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
Senate  Resolution  147,  a  resolution  dis¬ 
approving  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 
A  yea  vote  will  be  in  disapproval  of  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1,  a  nay  vote  will 
in  effect  be  in  approval  of  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1.  The  Secretary  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Grath]  and  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  McMahon!  are  absent  on  pub¬ 
lic  business. 

On  this  vote  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  McGrath]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed], 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  McGrath].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Kansas  would 
vote  “yea,”  and  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Toeey]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  result  was — yeas  60,  nays  32,  as 


follows: 

YEAS— 60 

Baldwin 

Dulles 

Hunt 

Brewster 

Eastland 

Ives 

Bricker 

Ecton 

Jenner 

Bridges 

Ferguson 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Butler 

Flanders 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Byrd 

Fulbright 

Kem 

Cain 

George 

Knowland 

Capehart 

Gillette 

Long 

Chapman 

Gurney 

McCarthy 

Connally 

Hendrickson 

McClellan 

Cordon 

Hickenlooper 

McKellar 

Donnell 

Hill 

Malone 
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Martin 

Russell 

Thye 

Maybank 

Saltonstall 

Tydlngs 

Miller 

Schoeppel 

Vandenberg 

Milllkin 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Watkins 

Morse 

Sparkman 

Wherry 

Mundt 

Stennis 

Wiley 

O’Conor 

Taft 

Williams 

Robertson 

Thomas,  Okla. 

NAYS— 32 

Young 

Aiken 

Holland 

Magnuson 

Anderson 

Humphrey 

Murray 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Myers 

Douglas 

Kefauver 

Neely 

Downey 

Kerr 

O'Mahoney 

Ellender 

Kilgore 

Pepper 

Frear 

Langer 

Smith,  Maine 

Graham 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Green 

Lucas 

Thomas,  Utah 

Hayden 

McCarran 

Withers 

Hoey 

McFarland 

NOT  VOTING- 

-4 

McGrath 

McMahon 

Reed 

Tobey 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  are  60,  the  nays  are  32. 
A  majority  of  the  qualified  Members  of 
the  Senate,  as  required  by  the  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act,  having  voted  in  the  affirma¬ 
tive,  the  resolution  of  disapproval  is 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PREAR  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record 
at  the  appropriate  place  remarks  which 
I  had  intended  to  make  on  Senate  Res¬ 
olution  147. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  associate 
myself  with  the  remarks  made  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  Maine.  It  is 
my  feeling  that  this  reorganization  plan  is  a 
long  step  forward  in  the  right  direction.  It 
does  not,  in  my  opinion  mean  that  we  are 
to  have  socialized  medicine,  which  I  definitely 
oppose.  In  that  connection  I  refer  to  the 
testimony  of  the  Federal  Security  Adminis¬ 
trator  before  the  Committee  on  Expenditures. 
This  very  question  was  asked  of  Mr.  Ewing 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land,  Mr.  O’Conor.  I  quote  from  the  testi- 
money  which  appears  on  page  124: 

“Senator  O’Conor.  You  have  been  the 
Administrator  with  the  Public  Health  Service 
under  your  supervision  and  direction  for  a 
few  years.  In  your  considered  judgment 
would  this  plan,  if  adopted,  be  a  step  nearer 
to  socialized  medicine  in  the  United  States, 
or  not? 

“Mr.  Ewing.  I  give  you  my  word,  I  do  not 
think  it  has  the  slightest  bearing  on  it. 
I  think  it  unfortunate  that  here  on  a.  matter 
of  governmental  organization,  a  matter  of 
programing  has  been  brought  into  the  pic¬ 
ture.  The  question  of  whether  or  not  there 
will  be  national  health  insurance  will  be 
decided  by  the  Congress.” 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Maryland 
further  asked  Mr.  Ewing  whether  or  not  the 
powers  which  would  be  vested  in  the  new 
Secretary  of  Welfare,  if  and  when  the  plan 
was  adopted,  would  make  it  possible  for  him 
to  effect  socialized  medicine  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  Ewing  replied  in  these  words,  “Ab¬ 
solutely  no.  There  is  not  the  remotest 
thought  of  such  a  thing  by  those  of  us  who 
are  advocating  this  plan.” 

Mr.  President,  I  should  also  like  to  re¬ 
emphasize  that  the  approval  of  a  Secretary  of 
Welfare  will  rest  with  the  Senate  who  may 
accept  or  reject  whatever  nomination  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  this  body. 

We  should  further  realize  that  the  plan 
does  conform  in  a  large  measure  to  the 
Hoover  Commission’s  recommendations. 

We  will  not  achieve  the  perfect  ideal  to 
start  with,  but  adoption  of  this  plan  will,  I 


feel  certain,  give  us  impetus  along  the  right 
road. 

THE  PROPOSED  DEPARTMENT  OF 
WELFARE 

Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine  subsequently 
said:  Mr.  President,  I  submit  for  the 
Record  the  Gallup  poll  on  the  proposal 
for  creation  of  a  new  Department  of  Wel¬ 
fare,  showing  that  a  majority  of  Ameri¬ 
can  voters  favor  this  proposal.  It  reads 
as  follows: 

THE  GALLUP  POLL - PLAN  FOR  WELFARE  DEPART¬ 

MENT  GIVEN  MAJORITY  VOTER  SUPPORT 

(By  George  Gallup,  director,  American 
Institute  of  Public  Opinion) 

Princeton,  N.  J.,  August  11. — President 
Truman’s  plan  to  create  a  Federal  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare  headed  by  a  Cabinet  mem¬ 
ber  has  a  good  deal  of  popular  appeal 
throughout  the  country. 

Creation  of  such  a  department  was  one  of 
the  recommendations  made  by  the  special 
commission  headed  by  former  President  Her¬ 
bert  Hoover  for  reorganization  of  Govern¬ 
ment  operations.  Last  week  a  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  held  public  hearings  on  the  plan,  but 
turned  in  an  adverse  report  to  the  Senate. 
A  fight  over  the  measure  is  expected  on  the 
Senate  floor. 

Opinion  among  a  representative  cross-sec¬ 
tion  of  voters  in  all  the  48  States  was  sounded 
on  the  plan  in  the  following  survey  by  the 
American  Institute  of  Public  Opinion: 

“It  has  been  suggested  that  a  Secretary  (in 
the  President’s  Cabinet)  be  appointed  to  head 
a  new  Department  of  Public  Welfare  in 
Washington  which  would  include  such  things 
as  social  security,  public  health,  and  educa¬ 
tion.  Do  you  approve  or  disapprove  of  this?” 

The  vote: 

Percent 


Approve _ 54 

Disapprove _  26 

No  opinion _ 20 


A  fairly  sharp  division  of  sentiment  along 
party  lines  was  found  in  the  survey.  A  sub¬ 
stantial  majority  of  persons  who  voted  for 
Mr.  Truman  last  November  expressed  favor¬ 
able  opinions  on  the  creation  of  a  welfare 
department. 

Among  Republicans,  sentiment  was  much' 
more  closely  divided,  as  follows: 

Truman  Dewey 
voters  voters 
Percent  Percent 

Approve _ 61  45 

Disapprove _  20  38 

No  opinion _ 19  17 

At  the  Senate  committee  hearings  last  week 
a  sharp  debate  was  touched  off  when  Oscar 
Ewing,  Federal  Security  Administrator, 
charged  that  rejection  of  the  welfare  plan 
would  “repudiate  President  Hoover  and  all 
the  work  of  his  Commission.” 

This  poll  indicates  that  the  American 
public  read  and  took  seriously  the  state¬ 
ment  of  former  President  Herbert  Hoov¬ 
er  when  he  appeared  before  my  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  and  stated,  on  June  30  of 
this  year: 

Mr.  Hoover.  I  am  very  glad  to  respond  to 
your  invitation  to  discuss  these  questions 
with  the  committee,  and  I  can  do  so  I  think 
very  shortly. 

I  wish  to  say  at  once  that  the  seven  plans 
are  all  steps  on  the  road  to  better  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  administrative  branch.  They  are, 
insofar  as  they  go,  substantially  in  accord 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government. 

The  difficulty  with  this  subject  is  that  the 
President’s  authority  under  the  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949  is  very  limited.  In  most  of 
these  seven  cases  the  full  accomplishment  of 


reorganization  as  recommended  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  requires  also  extensive  and  specific 
special  legislative  action,  one  that  goes  be¬ 
yond  the  President’s  authority  under  this 
act.  Either  most  of  the  seven  plans  must  be 
regarded  as  simply  preliminary  steps,  or  must 
be  absorbed,  now  or  later,  in  full  legislation 
if  we  are  to  effect  the  efficiencies  and  econo¬ 
mies  sought  by  the  Commission. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  state¬ 
ment  by  myself  pertaining  to  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plan. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Mr.  President,  I  have  listened  with  great 
interest  to  this  debate  on  Senate  Resolution 
147  and  on  the  proposal  to  create  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare. 

I  am  in  complete  agreement  with  those 
who  contend  that  the  establishment  of  such 
a  department,  as  urged  by  the  President,  is 
necessary  for  the  more  efficient-  operation  of 
our  Government,  and  that  it  follows  the 
basic  philosophy  and  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  report. 

I  am  in  complete  agreement  with  those 
who  insist  that  the  adoption  of  the  proposal 
will  not  limit  in  any  way  our  freedom  to 
take  subsequent  action  affecting  the  status 
of  the  Public  Health  Service. 

And  I  resent  bitterly  the  misdirected  ef¬ 
forts  of  a  $3,500,000  lobby  to  defeat  this  first 
reorganization  plan.  This  issue  has  nothing 
to  do  with  health  insurance. 

I  am  also  concerned,  however,  with  an¬ 
other  factor  which  so  far  as  been  touched 
upon  only  in  passing.  It  seems  to  me  that 
it  transcends  all  of  the  other  questions  which 
have  been  raised  in  this  debate. 

Involved  in  this  controversy,  but  not  im¬ 
mediately  a  part  of  it,  is  a  much  larger  issue, 
which  boils  down  to  the  simple  question: 
Which  side  of  the  fence  are  we  on? 

Do  we  favor  measures  to  promote  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  people  of  this  country?  Or  are 
we  against  measures  to  promote  the  welfare 
of  the  people  of  this  country? 

I  am  using  the  term  “welfare”  deliberately, 
for  the  very  word  itself  acquired  a  polit¬ 
ical  significance  that  far  overshadows  its 
actual  definition.  And  without  question, 
the  fact  that  the  new  department  is  to  be 
called  a  Department  of  Welfare  lends  an 
intensity  to  this  debate  which  might  other¬ 
wise  be  lacking. 

The  dictionary  defines  welfare  as  “state 
of  faring,  or  doing  well;  especially  condition 
of  health,  prosperity,  etc.;  negatively,  exemp¬ 
tion  from  evil  or  calamity.” 

It  is  unfortunate,  of  course,  that  in  the 
minds  of  many  people  the  word  has  become 
associated  with  the  various  community  social 
services  to  aid  the  poor  and  the  helpless — a 
wholly  restricted  meaning  which  carries  with 
it  the  aura  of  charity.  But  this,  certainly,  is 
not  welfare  as  we  understand  the  word.  Even 
in  this  restricted  sense,  however,  it  displays 
a  deplorable  lack  of  social  conscience  and  un¬ 
derstanding  to  argue  that  health  is  not  or 
should  not  be  involved  in  “welfare.” 

But  it  is  far  more  unfortunate,  I  think, 
that  in  recent  years  another  and  wholly  dif¬ 
ferent  meaning  has  become  attached  to  the 
word.  For  on  the  tightening  battlefront  be¬ 
tween  the  Tory  conception  of  government 
and  the  Liberal  conception  of  government  we 
have  begun  to  hear  a  great  deal  about  the 
so-called  welfare  state. 

The  reactionaries  have  seized  on  this 
phrase  to  express  their  contempt  and  scorn 
for  all  progressive  social  legislation.  Or  per¬ 
haps,  it  would  be  more  accurate  to  say,  their 
fear  of  all  progressive  social  legislation.  Yet 
why  they  should  fear  it,  except  out  of  blind¬ 
ness,  I  am  at  a  less  to  understand,  because 
this  kind  of  legislation,  if  wisely  drawn,  is  the 
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only  hope  we  have  of  preserving  the  system 
of  free  private  enterprise — and  I  am  in  dead 
earnest  about  that. 

“Welfare  state.” 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  called  it  polit¬ 
ical  semantics.  That  is  exactly  what  it  is. 
The  phrase  is  spoken  with  a  curl  of  the  lips, 
a  sneer,  a  hint  of  terror,  as  if  “welfare”  were 
a  synonym  for  “police.”  It  is  repeated  in  the 
same  way,  with  the  same  inflection  and  the 
same  sinister  insinuation,  time  after  time. 
And  finally,  those  who  themselves  conceived 
the  phrase  as  ai  means  of  smearing  policies 
and  programs  which  they  know  the  people 
want,  come  to  believe  the  implications  they 
read  into  it,  and  even  to  attribute  the  phrase 
itself  to  us. 

But  let  us  not  be  deceived  as  to  their  in¬ 
tentions.  Let  us  not  be  influenced  by  seman¬ 
tics.  This  is  the  same  battle  that  has  been 
fought  in  this  country  ever  since  it  was  said, 
in  the  preamble  to  the  Constitution,  that  one 
of  the  major  purposes  of  this  Government 
was  to  “promote  the  general  welfare.”  Every 
time,  almost  without  exception,  that  an  at¬ 
tempt  has  been  made  to  apply  that  purpose 
to  the  people  at  large  and  not  simply  to  the 
rich  and  the  well-entrenched,  the  same  cry 
has  been  raised  by  the  same  kind  of  people. 
Only  the  phrase  change. 

The  phrase  "welfare  state”  is  compara¬ 
tively  new.  But  the  tone  qf  voice  is  always 
the  same,  the  purpose  is  always  the  same,  the 
philosophy  is  always  the  same..  Throughout 
cur  history,  any  project  of  government  which 
involved  the  spending  of  the  people’s  money 
in  the  interest  of  the  people  has  called  forth 
the  same  thunder  and  the  same  forked  light¬ 
ning. 

Let  me  read  you  an  excerpt,  Mr.  President, 
from  a  speech  by  a  former  high-ranking  Gov¬ 
ernment  official,  -Hugh  Legar6,  Secretary  of 
State  under  J.  Q.  Adams — a  former  Secretary 
of  State — which  I  think  you  will  agree  has  a 
■familiar,  disturbing  ring. 

“The  Government,”  this  gentleman  says, 
“has  been  fundamentally  altered  *  *  * 

instead  of  confining  itself  in  times  of  peace 
to  the  diplomatic  and  commercial  relations 
of  the  country,,  it  is.  seeking  out  employment 
for  itself,  by  interfering  with  the  domestic 
concerns  of  society,  and  threatens  in  the 
course  of  a  very  few  years  to  control  in  the 
most  offensive  and  despotic  manner  all  the 
pursuits,  the  interests,  the  opinions,  and  the 
conduct  of  men.” 

This  gentlemen,  was  a  speech  delivered  in 
1828,  in  an  attack  against  President  John 
Quincy  Adams  of  the  Massachusetts  Adamses. 
And  his  crime  was  that  he  had  proposed  an 
extensive  program  of  internal  improvements 
for  the  country,  to  be  financed  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  out  of  the  sale  of  public  lands.  If  the 
term  “welfare  state”  had  been  in  existence 
it  certainly  would  have  been  included  in  that 
speech. 

As  for  myself,  every  instinct  calls  for  re¬ 
sentment  against  this  deliberate  twisting  and 
distortion  of  the  simple  and  homely  word 
“welfare,”  and  the  implied  assumption  that 
anything  connected  with  it  is  leading  this 
Nation  down  the  road  to  statism  or  socialism. 

In  considering  the  basic  intent  and  purpose 
of  this  proposed  Department  of  Welfare  we 
can  well  turn  to  the  Constitution  of  this 
Nation  and  read,  once  again,  the  phraseology 
of  its  magnificent  preamble : 

“We,  the  people  of  the  United  States,  in 
order  to  form  a  more  perfect  Union,  estab¬ 
lish  justice,  insure  domestic  tranquility,  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  common  defence,  promote  the 
general  welfare,  and  secure  the  blessings  of 
liberty  to  ourselves  and  our  posterity,  do  or¬ 
dain  and  establish  this  Constitution  for  the 
United  States  of  America.” 

Let  me  repeat  that  phrase — the  phrase 
which  introduced  a  brand  new  light  into  a 
world  of  tyranny  and  darkness:  “To  promote 
the  general  welfare  and  to  secure  the  bless¬ 
ings  of  liberty  for  ourselves  and  for  our  pos¬ 
terity." 


Certainly  when  those  words  were  first  put 
on  paper  their  significance  was  revolutionary. 

The  Kings  and  Czars  and  Emperors  in  Eu¬ 
rope  who  read  them  may  well  have  feared 
their  impact  on  their  own  people.  They  did 
fear  it,  and  they  trembled.  For  they  knew 
that  any  real  intent  to  promote  the  gen¬ 
eral  welfare  of  a  people  could  lead  down  one 
road  only — the  road  to  democracy. 

And  that  was  precisely  the  road  our  fore¬ 
fathers  had  taken.  It  is  the  road  we  are 
still  following,  and  I,  for  one,  hope  we  never 
turn  back. 

Since  the  establishment  of  the  Nation  in 
1789,  the  organization  of  this  Government 
has,  by  definition,  been  a  welfare  state — that 
is,  a  state  in  which  the  broad  Interests  of  the 
people  were  considered  rather  than/the  nar¬ 
row  interests  of  their  rules  or  of  any  ruling 
class.  And  the  growth  and  development  of 
that  idea  is  the  heart  and  soul  of  this  Na¬ 
tion’s  history.  It  has  always  involved  a 
struggle  between  the  people  and  the  would- 
be  aristocracy,  the  Tories. 

Alexander  Hamilton,  that  arch  conserva¬ 
tive,  was  the  first  to  proclaim  the  right  of 
Government  to  take  action  under  this  gen¬ 
eral  welfare  clause  of  the  Constitution.  The 
National  Bank,  conceived  by  him  and  estab¬ 
lished  by  Congress  in  1791,  was  deemed  to 
be  a  legitimate  means  for  the  promotion  of 
the  general  welfare.  This  was  supported  by 
the  Tories,  for  it  was  helpful  to  them. 

The  proposal  advanced  by  John  Quincy 
Adams,  which  I  have  already  mentioned,  also 
was  justified  under  the  geleral-welfare 
clause.  So  was  the  establishment  of  the 
forerunner  of  the  same  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  which  we  are .  now  told  would  be  dese¬ 
crated  by  mere  association  with  the  word, 
or  even  the  idea  of  “welfare.”  That,  Mr. 
President,  was  in  1798.  And  its  establish¬ 
ment  was  bitterly  fought  at  that  time  by  the 
same  kind  of  people  and  with  the  same  kind 
of  specious  arguments  that  we  hear  today  in 
opposition  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 
The  Tories  saw  no  advantage  in  it  for  them, 
but  only  an  extra  expense. 

In  the  1850’s  the  construction  of  our  West¬ 
ern  railroads  became  a  vital  necessity  for 
the  economic  development  of  the  Nation. 
And  Congress  set  aside  some  180,000,000 
acres  of  public  lands  as  a  subsidy  for  this 
construction — again  in  the  name  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  welfare.  In  this  form,  the  Tories  dearly 
loved  the  welfare  state. 

During  Lincoln’s  administration,  the  Home¬ 
stead  Act  of  1862  and  subsequent  legislation 
provided  for  the  free  distribution  of  over 
200,000,000  acres  of  public  lands  to  aid  in 
the  settling  of  the  West.  But  it  was  also,  in 
many  respects,  a  relief  measure,  sponsored 
by  Government — a  sort  of  glorified  WPA. 
For  its  immediate  purpose  was  to  give  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  eastern  farmers  and 
workers,  who  were  being  squeezed  by  eco¬ 
nomic  forces  beyond  their  control,  a  chance 
to  stand  on  their  own  two  feet  and  make 
their  own  way  in  life  under  more  favorable 
circumstances.  This,  too,  in  the  name  of 
the  general  welfare.  Even  the  Tories  did 
not  mind  very  much,  because  land  was  plen¬ 
tiful.  Besides,  they  got  all  of  it  they  could 
handle. 

The  principle  of  land  grants  to  support 
education,  which  was  first  promulgated  by 
Jefferson  in  1789,  was  widely  applied  during 
this  period  and  became  the  basic  factor  in 
the  establishment  of  our  free  public  school 
system.  This  the  Tories  violently  protested, 
and  the  reverberations  of  the  charges  of 
socialism  which  were  launched  against  this 
project  are  still  heard  in  our  present-day 
debate  over  Federal  aid  to  education. 

Following  the  Civil  War,  the  emphasis 
shifted.  The  immediate  focus  was  on  the 
protection  and  development  of  the  Nation’s 
industries.  Every  tariff  law  passed  in  the 
following  decades  was  based  on  the  general- 
welfare  clause  of  the  Constitution.  The 
Tories  loved  this  so  much  they  almost  made 


It  a  political  religion.  Socialism?  Oh,  my, 
no.  This  was  for  the  general  welfare.  This 
was  to  protect  the  workingman.  Cynics  may 
contend  that  it  was  more  for  the  general 
welfare  of  big  business.  But  no  reasonable 
man  can  deny,  in  spite  of  all  the  excesses  and 
hypocrisies  it  bred,  that  the  high  tariff  prob¬ 
ably  did  encourage  the  tremendous  expan¬ 
sion  of  business  and  industry  which  oc¬ 
curred  during  this  period,  that  it  did  lay 
the  foundations  of  our  present  national 
strength,  and,  in  that  sense,  that  it  did  pro¬ 
mote  the  general  welfare.  I  look  with  a 
jaundiced  eye,  however,  upon  the  Tories’ 
pious  protestations  of  concern,  in  this  con¬ 
nection,  for  any  welfare  but  their  own. 

Around  the  turn  of  the  century  it  became 
oppressively  clear  that  the  welfare  of  big 
business  was  getting  out  of  hand,  and  that 
the  excesses  of  private  power— of  the  male¬ 
factors  of  great  wealth- — had  become  a  def¬ 
inite  threat  to  the  general  welfare. 

The  era  of  {rust-busting  which  followed 
dramatized  this  fact.  But  far  more  effective 
was  the  policy  of  Government  regulation  of 
the  railroads,  the  utilities,  and  other  forms  of 
monopoly,  a  policy  initiated  at  about  the 
same  time  and  carried  through  by  succeeding 
administrations,  both  Republican  and  Demo¬ 
cratic.  The  welfare  state  was  growing  up, 
stepping  in  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
individual  citizen  and  to  safeguard  the  com¬ 
petitive  position  of  the  small-business  man. 
Here,  the  Tories  were  divided  among  them¬ 
selves.  The  extremely  reactionary  resisted 
bitterly;  the  merely  conservative  approved. 
The  general  public  applauded. 

During  this  same  general  period — the  lat¬ 
ter  half  of  the  nineteenth  century  and  the 
early  pary  of  the  twentieth — government  at 
various  levels  stepped  in  to  promote  the  gen¬ 
eral  welfare  by  establishing  workmen’s  com¬ 
pensation  systems  and  local  and  State  health 
departments,  by  providing  free  vaccinations 
against  diphtheria  and  other  communicable 
diseases,  and  in  many  other  ways.  The  To¬ 
ries  always  protested.  Specifically,  every  one 
of  these  progressive  moves  was  attacked  bit¬ 
terly  and  battled  every  step  of  the  way  by 
organized  medicine.  This  controversy  to¬ 
day,  Mr.  President,  is  nothing  new.  It  is 
an  old,  old  story. 

Even  so  cursory  a  summary  indicates  what 
a  potent  force  the  general  welfare  clause  has 
been  in  the  peaceful  progress  of  our  country 
along  the  road  to  democracy.  Each  genera¬ 
tion  has  interpreted  the  clause  according  to 
its  own  needs,  to  meet  it  own  peculiar  prob¬ 
lems.  The  establishment  of  a  Department  of 
Agriculture,  a  Department  of  the  Interior,  a 
Department  of  Commerce,  and  a  Department 
of  Labor,  the  beginnings  we  have  made  in 
providing  public  health  and  social  welfare 
services,  all  have  come  in  response  to  definite 
and  concrete  needs  of  the  people.  And  all 
of  these  functions  of  Government  have  con¬ 
tributed,  and  contribute  today,  to  the  general 
welfare  of  the  people  of  the  United  States 
whose  Government  this  is. 

Always,  however,  in  spite  of  partisan  strife 
and  sometimes  exceedingly  bitter  controversy 
over  its  interpretation,  the  phrase  to  promote 
the  general  welfare  has  always  retained  its 
unique  American  meaning.  Until  Just  re¬ 
cently — I  think  within  the  last  year,  if  I  am 
not  mistaken — no  responsible  American  has 
ever  attempted  to  tarnish  it,  „to  twist  and 
distort  it,  to  give  it  an  un-American  connota¬ 
tion. 

In  all  of  our  history,  the  phrase  has  never 
been  employed  as  an  excuse  to  regiment  the 
people  or  to  extend  the  authority  of  Govern¬ 
ment  over  their  lives,  in  the  sense  that  this 
is  done  in  totalitarian  countries.  Every 
American  knows  this.  The  emphasis  has  al¬ 
ways  been  upon  measures  to  help  the  busi¬ 
nessman,  the  farmer,  the  worker,  or  just 
plain  John  Citizen,  to  stand  on  his  own  two 
feet  in  dignity  and  in  freedom  and  to  grapple 
more  effectively  with  his  own  problems.  Our 
farm  legislation,  our  labor  legislation,  our 
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legislation  on  matters  of  business  and  in¬ 
dustry,  all  has  been  debated,  fought  over, 
and  passed  with  this  end  In  view.  We  have 
disagreed.  We  have  made  mistakes.  But  the 
purpose  has  always  been  to  ell  the  machinery 
of  what  Is  essentially  the  American  way  of 
life — Individual  freedom  and  equality  of  op¬ 
portunity  in  an  expanding  and  improving 
democratic  society 

During  the  past  two  decades  we  have  had 
once  again  to  interpret  this  clause  of  the 
Constitution  in  terms  of  our  own  generation, 
to  meet  our  own  needs,  to  solve  our  own 
problems. 

No  disaster,  save  war,  struck  so  hard  at 
the  Nation  as  did  the  great  debacle  of  1929 
and  the  subsequent  depression  of  the  early 
thirties.  Almost  overnight  we  saw  our  entire 
economic  structure  fall  apart,  and  the  Na¬ 
tion-wide  tragedy  of  mass  unemployment  and 
mass  misery  is  still  fresh  in  the  minds  of  all 
those  who  suffered  by  it,  and  all  those  who 
understood  it. 

Government  moved  to  take  drastic  action 
under  the  general  welfare  clause.  It  was  the 
establishment  of  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation  by  President  Hoover,  in  an  effort 
to  save  the  large  banks  and  financial  insti¬ 
tutions,  which  first  set  the  process  in  motion. 
And  all  subsequent  steps  taken  by  the  Roose¬ 
velt  administration  to  start  the  wheels  of 
industry  turning  again  had  this  same  source 
of  authority. 

But  out  of  the  hunger,  misery,  and  fear 
engendered  by  this  disaster  emerged,  by  the 
very  force  of  circumstances,  a  new  and  more 
significant  understanding  of  the  problem  of 
the  general  welfare.  And  it  took  shape  in 
the  concept  of  the  responsibility  of  govern¬ 
ment  for  the  basic  well-being  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual. 

I  believe  it  is  overwhelmingly  clear  that 
this  responsibility  must  be  met  by  govern¬ 
ment  in  our  time,  or  that /‘government  of 
the  people,  by  the  people,  and  for  the  people” 
will,  despite  all  our  hopes  and  dreams, 
“perish  from  the  earth.” 

This  responsibility,  Mr.  President,  can  be 
met  in  either  of  two  ways,  but  there  is  no 
third  alternative. 

It  can  be  met  as  we  are  now  meeting  the 
problem  of  unemployment,  disability,  and 
old  age.  Because  we  refuse  to  expand  our 
system  of  social  insurance  sufficiently  to  en¬ 
able  our  people  to  provide  for  themselves  out 
of  their  own  production  while  they  are  on 
the  job,  we  have  been  forced  to  increase  pay¬ 
ments  for  relief  out  of  general  taxation  until 
the  dole  is  now  much  greater  by  far  than  the 
benefits  of  social  insurance.  By  this  means, 
we  are  hastening  the  day  when  the  dole  will 
be  demanded  and  accepted  by  all  as  a  charge 
against  the  general  revenues.  That,  Mr. 
President,  I  deplore  and  fear. 

In  the  same  way,  we  can  meet  this  respon¬ 
sibility  as  we  are  today  in  the  field  of  medical 
care,  providing  State  medicine  out  of  general 
taxes  for  more  and  more  of  the  population 
instead  of  making  it  possible,  through  social 
insurance,  for  the  people  to  pay  their  own 
private  physicians  and  their  own  private 
hospitals.  This,  too,  I  deplore  and  fear. 
For  this,  Mr.  President,  is  real,  honest-to-God 
socialism,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  democ¬ 
racy  and  freedom  can  long  survive  under 
socialism. 

These  are  the  two  alternatives:  To  provide 
for  the  needs  of  the  people  directly  out  of 
the  public  treasury,  or  to  make  it  possible 
for  the  people  to  provide  for  themselves.  ■  I 
repeat,  there  is  no  other  alternative. 

The  various  welfare  programs  now  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency  in  the 
fields  of  health,  education,  and  social  secu¬ 
rity,  are  all  efforts  on  the  part  of  Government 
to  meet  this  cardinal  responsibility.  We 
may,  and  often  do,  disagree  about  what  we 
should  do  in  these  fields  and  how  we  should 
do  it,  and  whether  they  are  all  a  part  of  the 
same  general  field  or  separate  and  distinct. 
We  shall  always  have  such  disagreements, 
and  they  are  healthy.  3ut  it  is  not  only  un¬ 


healthy,  but  decidedly  dangerous,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  for  those  who  oppose  these  programs 
to  seek  to  discredit  them  and  their  advocates 
by  the  reckless  use  of  inflamatory  phrases. 
The  problem  we  face  is  far  too  serious  to  be 
dealt  with  by  a  play  on  words,  by  sloga¬ 
neering. 

I  am  firmly  convinced  that  democracy  and 
private  enterprise  go  hand  in  hand,  that 
neither  can  last  for  long  without  the  other. 

I  am  equally  convinced  that  neither  de¬ 
mocracy  nor  private  enterprise  can  survive  in 
any  country  where  the  basic  needs  of  a  large 
proportion  of  the  people  are  left  unmet  for 
any  considerable  period  of  time.  They  will 
be  met,  Mr.  President.  Let  no  one  be  de¬ 
ceived  about  that. 

Cur  task  is  to  see  that  they  are  met  now, 
v/ithin  the  framework  of  our  free,  democratic 
system  of  private  enterprise,  and  not  to  per¬ 
mit  that  system  to  be  destroyed  because  of 
our  failure  to  face  this  fundamental  problem 
and  solve  it. 

I  have  all  respect  for  those  who  believe 
otherwise,  but  I  am  convinced  that  we  are  on 
the  right  track  with  programs  of  health,  edu¬ 
cation,  and  social  insurance  on  which  we 
have  embarked  with  such  hesitant  trepida¬ 
tion.  What  we  have  done  already  in  these 
fields,  pitifully  limited  though  it  is,  prevented 
the  comnlete  collapse  of  our  system  once  and 
might  prevent  another  and  more  serious 
collapse. 

What  are  these  programs,  Mr.  President, 
to  which  some  refer  with  such  derision  and 
denounce  with  such  bitter  venom? 

For  one  thing,  we  have  seen,  in  the  last 
decade  and  a  half,  the  establishment  of  a 
Nation-wide  system  of  social  insurance.  It 
is  tragically  inadequate  because  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  refused  to  improve  and  expand  it. 
Eut  it  helps  to  protect  millions  of  workers 
and  their  wives  against  the  hazards  of  old 
age,  and  provides  for  widows  and  children 
in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  family  bread¬ 
winner.  Is  this  subversive? 

We  have  seen  the  establishment  of  a  Na¬ 
tion-wide  system  of  job  insurance  which 
helps  protect  the  worker  against  the  hazards 
of  unemployment.  Is  this  sinister? 

We  have  seen  the  establishment  of  a  sys¬ 
tem  of  relief,  or  public  assistance,  to  provide 
the  bare  necessities  of  life  to  dependent  chil¬ 
dren,  the  needy  aged,  and  the  blind.  Is  this 
socialistic? 

We  have  witnessed  the  development  of  our 
Public  Health  Service  to  a  point  where  it 
has  become’ one  of  the  most  powerful  weapons 
we  possess  in  the  struggle  against  sickness 
and  disease.  Is  this  to  be  decried? 

We  have  seen  the  notable  work  the  Chil¬ 
dren’s  Bureau  has  done  in  helping  to  care  for 
mothers  and  babies  and  crippled  children. 
Is  this  dangerous? 

We  have  seen  the  inauguration  of  a  vitally 
important  Federal-State  program  for  the 
control  of  cancer,  tuberculosis,  venereal, 
heart,  dental,  neurological  and  mental  dis¬ 
eases,  and  other  ills  of  mankind.  Is  this 
deplorable? 

We  have  witnessed  a  tremendous  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  field  of  medical  research,  spon¬ 
sored  by  Government,  which  has  already 
proved  of  inestimable  value  to  our  own  gen¬ 
eration.  Shall  we  denounce  this? 

On  still  another  front,  we  have  seen  the 
Office  of  Education  grow  steadily  in  stature 
and  influence  as  it  seeks  to  help  the  States 
in  their  constant  effort  to  improve  our  public 
school  system.  Is  this  communistic? 

Eeyond  this,  we  have  seen  the  scope  of  our 
vocational  rehabilitation  efforts  increase 
with  each  passing  year.  The  protection 
afforded  the  people  of  this  Nation,  through 
the  administration  of  the  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act,  has  taken  on  greater  and 
greater  significance.  And  in  many  other  re¬ 
lated  areas  of  activity  there  has  been  tre¬ 
mendous  progress. 

All  these  services,  now  under  the  Juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  play 
a  vitally  important  role  in  the  preserva¬ 


tion  of  our  uniquely  American  way  of  life. 
Their  purpose  is  to  promote  the  general 
welfare. 

I,  for  one,  am  in  favor  of  the  programs 
the  Department  of  Welfare  is  designed  to 
administer.  I  am  for  their  extension  to  meet 
the  responsibility  I  feel  we  must  meet  if  cur 
system  is  to  be  preserved  for  our  children. 
I  am  always  willing  to  debate  these  ques¬ 
tions  and,  if  it  comes  to  that,  to  accept  de¬ 
feat  as  gracefully  as  possible.  I  believe  in 
the  ultimate  wisdom  of  the  people  and  their 
Congress. 

But  even  if  I  opposed  these  programs  and 
believed  they  should  be  eliminated,  I  would 
still  be  in  favor  of  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
1.  Whether  or  not  Government  is  doing 
what  I  believe  it  should  do,  I  still  believe  it 
should  do  whatever  it  does  as  efficiently  and 
economically  as  possible.  That,  to  my  mind, 
is  the  sole  purpose  of  this  reorganization 
plan,  and  will  be  i  s  only  effect. 


message  from  the  House  of  Repre-. 
erftatives,  by  Mr.  Kent,  its  enrolling 
lert,  announced  that  the  House  haq 
>ass\d,  without  amendment,  the  follot 
ig  bills  of  the  Senate: 

S.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Eiko  Na 
iura; 

S.  622’.\  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Isaiah  J#hn- 
on; 

S.  787.  S,n  act  for  the  relief  of  Wjbiam 
Vasilios  )\Kotsakis; 

S.  1026.  in  act  for  the  relief  of  Roman 
zymanski  and  Anastosia  Szymanski/and 
S.  2170.  A  A  act  for  the  relief  of  W.  a.  Bartel. 

The  message  also  announced /hat  the 
louse  insisted  upon  its  amendpents  to 
he  bill  (S.  1(108)  to  define  Veil  applica- 
ion  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission 
ict  and  the  Clayton  Act  to  c«-tain  pric- 
ig  practices,  disagreed  to  fy  the  Sen¬ 
te;  agreed  to  me  conference  asked  by 
e  Senate  on  tae  disagre/ing  votes  of 
e  two  Houses  foereon,  /nd  that  Mr. 
'eller,  Mr.  Walter,  M d  Willis,  Mr. 
Jichener,  and  Mr\  CASE/of  New  Jersey 
ere  appointed  ma^gerf  on  the  part  of 
e  House  at  the  conference. 

The  message  furtlriglr  announced  that 
e  House  had  agreed] 

<jf  the  Senate  to  the 
e  addition  of  certg 
ountain  National 
ther  purposes. 

The  message  als i  announced  that  the 
ouse  had  agreed/o  the  aVendments  of 
e  Senate  to  Veil  bill  (H^R.  5086)  to 
ccord  privilegesf of  free  importation  to 
embers  of  thqp  armed  forSps  of  other 
Nations. 


the  amendment 
(H.  R.  3440)  for 
glands  to  Rocky 
Colo.,  and  for 


TRANSACTION  OF  ROUTINE 


JSINESS 


By  unanim/us  consent,  the  following 
;  outine  business  was  transacted 

REPORTS  OF  COMMITTED 

The  following  reports  of  committees 
'  pere  submitted : 

By  Mr. /lOHNSTON  of  South  Cafclina, 
:  rom  the  yommittee  on  Post  Office  andSpivil 
;  ervice:  / 

H.  R.  5f6o.  A  bill  to  amend  section  4  (e)  of 
1  he  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  of  Mayf£9, 
930,  *  amended;  without  amendmant 
Rept.llo.  926). 

By  Mr.  McCLELLAN,  from  the  Committed 
in  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart? 
J  nent 

S.ptes.  155.  Resolution  disapproving  Reor- 
an/zation  Plan  No.  7  of  1949;  without  rec- 
lendation  (Rept.  No.  927). 
i  py  Mr.  HUNT,  from  the  Committee  on 
|jmed  Services: 
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REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2  OF  1949— TRANSFERRING 
THE  BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 


MESSAGE 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2  OF  1949,  TRANSFERRING  THE  BU¬ 
REAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY,  NOW  IN  THE  FEDERAL 
SECURITY  AGENCY,  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR  AND 
VESTING  IN  THE  SECRETARY  OF  LABOR  THE  FUNCTIONS  OF  THE 
FEDERAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATOR 


June  20,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  prepared 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 
This  plan  transfers  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  now  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  to  the  Department  of  Labor  and  vests  in 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  the  functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Adminis¬ 
trator  with  respect  to  employment  services  and  unemployment 
compensation,  the  latter  of  which  is  now  more  commonly  referred  to 
as  unemployment  insurance.  The  plan  also  transfers  to  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  the  functions  of  the  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board  and 
of  its  Chairman  and  abolishes  that  Board.  These  changes  are  in 
general  accord  with  recommendations  made  by  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government. 

After  investigation,  I  have  found  and  hereby  declare  that  each 
reorganization  included  in  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949  is 
necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
section  2  (a)  of  said  act.  The  primary  benefits  from  these  reorgani¬ 
zations  will  take  the  form  of  improvements  in  administration  and 
service.  It  is  probable  that  a  significant  reduction  in  expenditures 
will  result  from  the  taking  effect  of  the  plan  as  compared  with  the 
current  estimates  and  work-load  assumptions  contained  in  the  1950 
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budget  as  amended,  but  an  itemization  of  such  savings  is  not  possible 
in  advance  of  the  transfer. 

One  of  the  major  needs  of  the  executive  branch  is  a  sound  and  effec¬ 
tive  organization  of  labor  functions.  More  than  35  years  ago  the 
Federal  Government’s  labor  functions  were  brought  together  in  the 
Department  of  Labor.  In  recent  years,  however,  the  tendency  has 
been  to  disperse  such  functions  throughout  the  Government.  New 
labor  programs  have  been  placed  outside  of  the  Department  and  some 
of  its  most  basic  functions  have  been  transferred  from  the  Department 
to  other  agencies. 

In  my  judgment,  this  course  has  been  fundamentally  unsound  and 
should  be  reversed.  The  labor  programs  of  the  Federal  Government 
constitute  a  family  of  interrelated  functions  requiring  generally  similar 
professional  training  and  experience,  involving  numerous  overlapping 
problems,  and  calling  for  strong,  unified  leadership.  Together  they 
form  one  of  the  most  important  areas  of  Federal  activity.  It  is 
imperative  that  the  Labor  Department  be  strengthened  and  restored 
to  its  original  position  as  the  central  agency  of  the  Government  for 
dealing  with  labor  problems. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

One  of  the  most  essential  steps  in  improving  the  organization  of 
labor  functions  is  the  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
to  the  Department  of  Labor.  This  Bureau  administers  the  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government  with  respect  to  employment  services  and 
unemployment  insurance.  These  activities  mainly  involve  the 
review  and  apportionment  of  grants-in-aid,  approval  of  State  plans 
and  grants,  the  conduct  of  research  and  developmental  activities,  and 
the  provision  of  advice  and  assistance  to  the  State  agencies  which 
actually  conduct  the  services. 

Public  employment  services  and  unemployment  insurance  are 
companion  programs  inextricably  interrelated  both  in  purpose  and 
operation.  The  first  assists  workers  in  finding  jobs  and  employers  in 
obtaining  workers;  the  second  provides  cash  benefits  for  the  support 
of  workers  and  their  families  when  suitable  jobs  cannot  be  obtained. 
Thus,  each  complements  the  other.  At  the  local  operating  level  the 
two  programs  are  almost  invariably  carried  on  in  the  same  unit — 
the  local  employment  office.  At  the  State  level  they  are  administered 
by  the  same  agency  in  nearly  every  State.  As  a  result,  an  unusually 
high  degree  of  coordination  at  the  Federal  level  is  essential. 

There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  basic  consideration  which  must 
govern  the  administration  of  both  of  these  programs.  From  the  stand¬ 
point  of  all  interested  parties — the  worker,  the  employer,  and  the 
public — the  primary  concern  is  employment.  Essential  as  they  are, 
unemployment  benefits  at  a  fraction  of  regular  wages  are  a  poor  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  earnings  from  a  steady  job.  In  the  administration  of 
these  programs,  therefore,  primary  attention  must  be  focused  on 
achieving  the  maximum  effectiveness  of  the  employment  services.  On 
them  depend  the  prosperity  and  well-being  of  the  worker  and  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  the  unemployment-compensation  burden  on  the  employer  and 
the  public. 

I  have  long  been  convinced  that  the  Department  of  Labor  is  the 
agency  which  can  contribute  most  to  the  development  of  sound  and 
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efficient  employment  service.  It  has  the  understanding  of  employ¬ 
ment  problems  and  of  the  operation  of  the  labor  market  which  is  essen¬ 
tial  in  this  field.  It  possesses  the  necessary  specialists  and  the  wealth 
of  information  on  occupations,  employment  trends,  wage  rates,  work¬ 
ing  conditions,  labor  legislation  and  other  matters  essential  to  employ¬ 
ment  counseling  and  placement. 

Close  working  relations  between  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  most  of  the  agencies  of  the  Labor  Department  are  vital  to 
the  success  of  both.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  has  a  fund  of 
information  on  employment  and  occupations  which  is  basic  to  the 
planning  and  operation  of  the  Service.  The  Women’s  Bureau  and 
the  Child  Labor  Branch  of  the  Wage  and  Hour  Division  afford  expert 
advice  on  employment  problems  relating  to  women  and  adolescents. 
The  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards  can  assist  the  Service  on  questions 
of  working  conditions  and  other  labor  standards,  and  the  Bureau  of 
Apprenticeship  on  occupational-training  problems.  At  the  same  time 
the  various  agencies  of  the  Labor  Department  need  the  detailed  cur¬ 
rent  information  on  labor  problems  and  the  condition  of  the  labor 
market  which  the  United  States  Employment  Service  possesses. 

Experience  has  demonstrated  that  unemployment  insurance  must 
be  administered  in  close  relationship  with  employment  service  and 
other  employment  programs.  In  many  of  our  industrial  States,  and 
in  most  foreign  countries,  unemployment  insurance  is  administered 
by  the  agency  responsible  for  labor  functions.  Furthermore,  the 
unemployment-insurance  system  has  a  vital  stake  in  the  effectiveness 
of  the  program  for  employment  services,  for  what  benefits  the  em¬ 
ployment  service  also  benefits  the  unemployment-insurance  program. 

The  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  including  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  and  the  Unemployment  Insurance 
Service,  together  with  the  functions  thereof,  will  give  assurance  that 
primary  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  the  improvement  of  the  employ¬ 
ment  services  and  that  maximum  effort  will  be  made  to  provide  jobs 
in  lieu  of  cash  benefits. 

The  plan  also  transfers  to  the  Department  of  Labor  the  Federal 
Advisory  Council  created  by  the  act  establishing  the  United  States 
Employment  Service.  This  Council  consists  of  outstanding  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  labor,  management,  and  the  public  who  are  especially 
familiar  with*  employment  problems. 

veterans’  placement  service  board 

Although  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  operates  through  the 
regular  employment  office  system,  its  policies  are  determined  by  the 
Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board  created  by  the  Servicemen’s 
Readjustment  Act  of  1944.  This  Board  consists  of  the  heads  of  three 
Federal  agencies,  only  one  of  which  administers  employment  services. 
Furthermore,  the  full-time  director  of  the  Service  is  appointed  by  the 
Chairman  of  this  Board,  who  is  not  otherwise  engaged  in  employment- 
service  activity,  rather  than  by  the  head  of  the  agency  within  which 
the  agency  within  which  the  service  is  administered.  Such  an 
arrangement  is  cumbersome  and  results  in  an  undue  division  of  au¬ 
thority  and  responsibility. 

In  order  to  simplify  the  administration  of  the  Veterans’  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  and  assure  the  fullest  cooperation  between  it  and  the 


4 


TRANSFER  BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 


general  employment  service,  the  plan  eliminates  the  Veterans’  Place¬ 
ment  Service  Board  and  transfers  its  functions  and  those  of  its  Chair¬ 
man  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  By  thus  concentrating  responsibility 
for  the  success  of  the  Service,  the  plan  will  make  for  better  service  to 
the  veteran  seeking  employment  or  vocational  counseling. 

This  plan  is  a  major  step  in  the  rebuilding  and  strengthening  of 
the  Department  of  Labor,  which  I  am  convinced  is  essential  to  the 
sound  and  efficient  organization  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  June  20,  1949. 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2  OF  1949 

Prepared  by  the  President  and  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  Congress  assembled,  June  20,  1949,  pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  approved  June  20,  1949 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Section  1.  Bureau  of  Employment  Security. — The  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  including  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  and  the  Unemployment  Insurance 
Service,  together  with  the  functions  thereof,  is  transferred  as  an 
organizational  entity  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  The  functions  of 
the  Federal  Security  Administrator  with  respect  to  employment 
services,  unemployment  compensation,  and  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security,  together  with  his  functions  under  the  Federal  Unem¬ 
ployment  Tax  Act  (as  amended,  and  as  affected  by  the  provisions  of 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1946,  60  Stat.  1095,  26  U.  S.  C.  1600-11), 
are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  The  functions  transferred 
by  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and  control,  by  such  officers, 
agencies,  and  employees  of  the  Department  of  Labor  as  he  shall 
designate. 

Sec.  2.  Veterans'  Placement  Seriice  Board. — The  functions  of  the 
Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board  under  title  IV  of  the.Servicemen’s 
Readjustment  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  284,  as  amended;  38  U.  S.  C. 
695-695f)  are  transferred  to  and  shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor.  The  functions  of  the  Chairman  of  the  said  Veterans’  Place¬ 
ment  Service  Board  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  shall 
be  performed  by  the  Secretary  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and  control, 
by  the  Chief  of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service.  The  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board  is  abolished. 

Sec.  3.  Federal  Advisory  Council. — The  Federal  Advisory  Council 
established  pursuant  to  section  11  (a)  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933  (48 
Stat.  116,  as  amended,  29  U.  S.  C.  49j  (a)),  is  hereby  transferred  to 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  shall,  in  addition  to  its  duties  under  the 
aforesaid  Act,  advise  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  with  respect  to  the  administration 
and  coordination  of  the  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of 
this  reorganization  plan. 
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Sec.  4.  Personnel,  records,  property,  and  junds. — There  are  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor,  for  use  in  connection  with  the 
functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan,  the 
personnel,  property,  records  and  unexpended  balances  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  allocations,  and  other  funds  (available  or  to  be  made  available) 
of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  together  with  so  much  as  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  of  other  person¬ 
nel,  property,  records  and  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations, 
allocations,  and  funds  (available  or  to  be  made  available)  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  which  relate  to  functions  transferred  by  the 
provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  RES.  301 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  28, 1949 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  submitted  the  following  resolution;  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 


RESOLUTION 


1  Resolved,  That  the  House  does  not  favor  the  Reorgan- 

2  ization  Plan  Numbered  2  of  June  20,  1949,  transmitted  to 

3  Congress  by  the  President  on  the  20th  day  of  June  1949. 
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81st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  EEPEESENTATIYES  (  Eeport 
1st  Session  f  {  No.  1204 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2  OF  1949 


August  5,  1949. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Dawson,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  3011 

The  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 
to  which  was  referred  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  301)  disapproving  of 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  having  considered  the  same, 
reports  unfavorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommends 
that  the  resolution  do  not  pass. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

The  purpose  of  House  Resolution  301  is  to  express  disapproval  of 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by 
the  President  on  the  20th  day  of  June  1949,  and  the  effect  of  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  by  the  Congress  will  be  to  prevent  such 
plan  from  coming  into  force  and  effect  on  August  19,  1949. 

The  purpose  and  the  effect  of  the  reorganization  plan,  in  the 
absence  of  a  disapproval  by  a  House  resolution,  are  set  forth  in  the 
plan  in  the  following  words  and  figures: 

Section  1.  Bureau  of  Employment  Security. — The  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  including  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service,  together  with  the  functions 
thereof,  is  transferred  as  an  organizational  entity  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 
The  functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Administrator  with  respect  to  employment 
services,  unemployment  compensation,  and  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
together  with  his  functions  under  the  Federal  Unemployment  Tax"  Act  (as  amend¬ 
ed,  and  as  affected  by  the  provisions  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1946,  60 
Stat.  1095,  26  U.  S.  C.  1600-11),  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  The 
functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  performed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and  control,  by  such  officers,  agen¬ 
cies,  and  employees  of  the  Department  of  Labor  as  he  shall  designate. 

Sec.  2.  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board. — The  functions  of  the  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board  under  title  IV  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act 
of  1944  (58  Stat.  284,  as  amended;  38  U.  S.  C.  695— 695f)  are  transferred  to  and 
shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  The  functions  of  the  Chairman  of 
the  said  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  and  shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and 
H.  Rept.  1204,  81-1 - 1 
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control,  by  the  Chief  of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service.  The  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board  is  abolished. 

Sec.  3.  Federal  Advisory  Council. — The  Federal  Advisory  Council  established 
pursuant  to  section  11  (a)  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933  (48  Stat.  116,  as  amended, 
29  U.  S.  C.  49j  (a)),  is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor  and  shall, 
in  addition  to  its  duties  under  the  aforesaid  Act,  advise  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  with  respect  to  the  adminis¬ 
tration  and  coordination  of  the  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  this 
reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  4.  Personnel,  records,  property,  and  funds. — There  are  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Labor,  for  use  in  connection  with  the  functions  transferred  by  the 
provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan,  the  personnel,  property,  records  and  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations,  and  other  funds  (available  or 
to  be  made  available)  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  together  with  so 
much  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  of  other  person¬ 
nel,  property,  records  and  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations, 
and  funds  (available  or  to  be  made  available)  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
which  relate  to  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan". 

Many  individuals  and  organizations  have  transmitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  letters,  telegrams,  and  statements,  advancing  various  view¬ 
points  on  this  subject  matter.  All  have  been  reviewed  and  shall,  as 
far  as  practicable,  consistent  with  committee  policy  and  economy, 
be  incorporated  into  the  record.  Moreover,  many  witnesses  have 
appeared  before  the  committee,  stating  positions  both  for  and  against 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2.  Ample  opportunity  during  the  exhaus¬ 
tive  hearings  was  given  for  exploration  of  the  features  of  this  transfer 
to  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor.  The  proposition  em¬ 
braced  in  this  plan  is  not  new,  or  novel,  and  has  repeatedly  been  the 
subject  of  inquiry  by  the  Congress.  From  the  written  statements 
filed  with  the  committee,  the  opportunity  of  oral  examination  of 
witnesses,  and  from  such  questions  as  the  members  of  the  committee 
have  asked,  the  following  basic  information  has  been  elicited : 

PURPOSE  OF  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2 

The  effect  of  Reorganization  No.  2  is  to  transfer  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  (composed  of  the  U.  S.  Employment  Service 
and  the  Federal  Unemployment  Compensation  Service)  from  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  where  it  now  reposes,  to  the  United  States 
Department  of  Labor. 

This  plan  is  in  accord  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  as  set 
out  in  a  report  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  March  11,  1949,  by  its 
Chairman,  the  Honorable  Herbert  Hoover,  former  President  of  the 
United  States. 

BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

* 

In  the  message  of  transmittal,  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
dated  June  20,  1949,  it  is  succinctly  stated  that  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  of  1949— 

*  *  *  transfers  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  now  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  to  the  Department  of  Labor  and  vests  in  the  Secretary  of  Labor  the 
functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Administrator  with  respect  to  employment 
services  and  unemployment  compensation,  the  latter  which  is  now  more  com¬ 
monly  referred  to  as  unemployment  insurance.  The  plan  also  transfers  to  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  the  functions  of  the  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board  and  of 
its  Chairman  and  abolishes  that  Board.  These  changes  are  in  general  accord 
with  recommendations  made  by  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government  *  *  *. 
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*  *  *  The  primary  benefits  from  these  reorganizations  will  take  the  form 

of  improvements  in  administration  and  service.  It  is  probable  that  a  significant 
reduction  in  expenditures  will  result  from  the  taking  effect  of  the  plan  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  current  estimates  and  work-load  assumptions  contained  in  the 
1950  budget  as  amended,  but  an  itemization  of  such  savings  is  not  possible  in 
advance  of  the  transfer. 

One  of  the  major  needs  of  the  executive  branch  is  a  sound  and  effective  organ¬ 
ization  of  labor  functions.  More  than  35  years  ago  the  Federal  Government’s 
labor  functions  were  brought  together  in  the  Department  of  Labor.  In  recent 
years  the  tendency  has  been  to  disperse  such  functions  throughout  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  New  labor  programs  have  been  placed  outside  of  the  Department  and 
some  of  its  most  basic  functions  have  been  transferred  from  the  Department  to 
other  agencies. 

*  *  *  This  course  has  been  found  to  be  fundamentally  unsound  and  should 

be  reversed.  The  labor  programs  of  the  Federal  Government  constitute  inter¬ 
related  functions  requiring  generally  similar  professional  training  and  experience, 
involving  numerous  overlapping  problems,  and  calling  for  strong,  unified  leader¬ 
ship.  Together  they  form  one  of  the  most  important  areas  of  Federal  activ¬ 
ity  *  *  *. 

Public  employment  services  and  unemployment  insurance  are 
companion  programs  inextricably  interrelated  both  in  purpose  and 
operation.  The  first  assists  workers  in  finding  jobs  and  employers  in 
obtaining  workers;  the  second  provides  cash  benefits  for  the  support 
of  workers  and  their  families  when  suitable  jobs  cannot  be  obtained. 
Thus,  each  complements  the  other.  At  the  local  operating  level  the 
two  pi'ograms  are  almost  invariably  carried  on  in  the  same  unit — 
the  local  employment  office.  At  the  State  level  they  are  administered 
by  the  same  agency  in  nearly  every  State.  As  a  result,  an  unusually 
high  degree  of  coordination  at  the  Federal  level  is  essential. 

There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  basic  consideration  which  must 
govern  the  administration  of  both  of  these  programs.  From  the  stand¬ 
point  of  all  interested  parties — the  worker,  the  employer,  and  the 
public — the  primary  concern  is  employment.  Essential  as  they  are, 
unemployment  benefits  at  a  fraction  of  regular  wages  are  a  poor  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  earnings  from  a  steady  job.  In  the  administration  of 
these  programs,  therefore,  primary  attention  must  be  focused  on 
achieving  the  maximum  effectiveness  of  the  employment  services.  On 
them  depend  the  prosperity  and  well-being  of  the  worker  and  the 
extent  of  the  unemployment-compensation  burden  on  the  employer 
and  the  public. 

Evidence  further  has  shown  that  the  employment  service  and  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  functions  are  not  related  closely  to  the  other 
functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  such  as  Social  Security, 
education  or  public  health  programs,  while  on  the  other  hand,  the 
employment  service  and  the  unemployment  compensation  phase,  both 
deal  with  employment  and  labor  problems.  Moreover,  the  most  im¬ 
portant  part  of  these  two  functions  is  to  find  jobs  for  the  unemployed, 
rather  than  to  pay  cash  benefits  to  workers  without  jobs.  Emphasis 
on  finding  the  job  for  the  worker  reduces  the  amount  which  the  public 
and  employers  will  have  to  pay  as  unemployment  compensation. 
The  Department  of  Labor  and  its  various  agencies  are  directly  con¬ 
cerned  with  promoting  opportunities  for  employment. 

It  is  believed  that  the  Department  of  Labor  is  the  agency  which 
can  contribute  the  most  to  the  development  of  a  sound  and  efficient 
employment  service.  It  has  the  understanding  of  employment  prob¬ 
lems  and  of  the  operation  of  the  labor  market  which  is  essential  in  this 
field.  It  possesses  the  necessary  specialists  and  the  wealth  of  infor¬ 
mation  on  occupations,  employment  trends,  wage  rates,  working 
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conditions,  labor  legislation,  and  other  matters  essential  to  employ¬ 
ment  counseling  and  placement. 

Close  working  relations  between  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  most  of  the  agencies  of  the  Labor  Department  are  vital  to 
the  success  of  both.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  has  a  fund  of 
information  on  employment  and  occupations  which  is  basic  to  the 
planning  and  operation  of  the  Service.  The  Women’s  Bureau  and 
the  Child  Labor  Branch  of  the  Wage  and  Hour  Division  afford  expert 
advice  on  employment  problems  relating  to  women  and  adolescents. 
The  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards  can  assist  the  Service  on  questions 
of  working  conditions  and  other  labor  standards,  and  the  Bureau  of 
Apprenticeship  on  occupational-training  problems.  At  the  same  time 
the  various  agencies  of  the  Labor  Department  need  the  detailed  cur¬ 
rent  information  on  labor  problems  and  the  condition  of  the  labor 
market  which  the  United  States  Employment  Service  possesses.  Co¬ 
ordination  of  all  of  these  facilities  with  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  on  a  day-to-day  basis  will  result  in  greater  effectiveness  and 
efficiency  of  departmental  operations. 

Experience  has  demonstrated  that  unemployment  insurance  must 
be  administered  in  close  relationship  with  employment  service  and 
other  employment  programs.  In  many  of  our  industrial  States,  and 
in  most  foreign  countries,  unemployment  insurance  is  administered 
by  the  agency  responsible  for  labor  functions.  Furthermore,  the 
unemployment-insurance  system  has  a  vital  stake  in  the  effectiveness 
of  the  program  for  employment  services,  for  what  benefits  the  em¬ 
ployment  service  also  benefits  the  unemployment-insurance  program. 

The  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  including  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  and  the  Unemployment  Insurance 
Service,  together  with  the  functions  thereof,  will  give  assurance  that 
primary  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  the  improvement  of  the  employ¬ 
ment  services  and  that  maximum  effort  will  be  made  to  provide  jobs 
in  lieu  of  cash  benefits. 

The  plan  also  transfers  to  the  Department  of  Labor  the  Federal 
Advisory  Council  created  by  the  act  establishing  the  United  States 
Employment  Service.  This  Council  consists  of  outstanding  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  labor,  management,  and  the  public  who  are  especially 
familiar  with  employment  problems. 

veterans’  placement  service  board 

Although  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  operates  through  the 
regular  employment  office  system,  its  policies  are  determined  by  the 
Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board  created  by  the  Servicemen’s 
Readjustment  Act  of  1944.  This  Board  consists  of  the  heads  of  three 
Federal  agencies,  only  one  of  which  administers  employment  services. 
Furthermore,  the  full-time  director  of  the  Service  is  appointed  by  the 
Chairman  of  this  Board,  who  is  not  otherwise  engaged  in  employment- 
service  activity,  rather  than  by  the  head  of  the  agency  within  which 
the  Service  is  administered.  Such  an  arrangement  is  cumbersome 
and  results  in  an  undue  division  of  authority  and  responsibility. 

In  order  to  simplify  the  administration  of  the  Veterans’  Employment 
Service  and  assure  the  fullest  cooperation  between  it  and  the  general 
employment  service,  the  plan  eliminates  the  Veterans’  Placement 
Service  Board  and  transfers  its  functions  and  those  of  its  Chairman 
to  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  By  thus  concentrating  responsibility  for 
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the  success  of  the  Service,  the  plan  will  make  for  better  service  to  the 
veteran  seeking  employment  or  vocational  counseling. 

In  the  past  we  have  witnessed  the  reduction  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  to  a  less  effective  organization  because  of  a  stripping  of  its 
vital  elements.  This  unfortunate  paring  of  the  services  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  was  accomplished  in  a  piecemeal  manner: 

Past  history  has  found  the  following: 

(a)  The  United  States  Employment  Service  was  transferred  in 
1939  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  where  it  has  remained, 
except  for  the  period  from  1945  to  1948. 

( b )  The  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  was  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Justice  Department  in  1940. 

(c)  Except  for  its  labor  functions,  the  Children’s  Bureau  was 
transferred  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency  in  1946. 

(i d )  The  Labor-Management  Relations  Act  of  1947  transferred 
the  conciliation  activities  of  the  Department  to  an  independent 
Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service. 

At  that  time  the  proposition  was  advanced  that  only  in  such  a  method 
of  procedure  could  the  Congress  adequately  study  and  validly  pass 
on  each  of  the  functions  to  be  transferred  out  of  the  Department  of 
Labor.  If  that  theory  was  valid  then,  it  should  apply  with  equal 
force  now,  when  we  have  the  President  seeking  through  a  separate 
reorganization  plan  to  restore  only  the  employment  security  and 
sundry  functions  to  the  Labor  Department  at  this  time. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  COMMISSION  ON  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE 
EXECUTIVE  BRANCH  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT 

1913  saw  the  Department  of  Labor  established  as  a  separate  depart¬ 
ment  in  our  Government.  The  Hoover  Commission  report  on  the 
Department  of  Labor  has  stated: 

the  Department  has  been  steadily  denuded  of  functions  at  one  time  established 
within  it.  With  the  widening  of  Federal  policy  in  the  field  of  labor,  there  has 
been  a  growing  tendency  to  set  up  specialized  labor  services  outside  of  the  De¬ 
partment,  either  as  independent  establishments  or  as  subordinate  units  of  other 
related  agencies,  thus  causing  a  diffusion  of  labor  functions  throughout  the 
Government. 

At  another  point  the  Commission  on  Organization  went  on  and 
deplored  the  fact  that — - 

*  *  *  the  Department  has  lost  much  of  its  significance.  It  should  be  given 

more  essential  work  to  do  if  it  is  to  maintain  a  significance  comparable  to  the  other 
great  executive  departments. 

This  Commission  has  made  a  number  of  recommendations  regarding 
agencies  and  functions  it  deemed  desirable  to  be  transferred  to  the 
Labor  Department.  Among  these  proposals  it  listed  the  transfer  of 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security.  There  is  no  indication  from  the 
reading  of  this  report  that  the  intention  of  the  Commission  demanded 
the  simultaneous  action  on  all  these  phases  at  one  time.  The  Hoover 
Commission  further  averred  that — 

there  are  cogent  reasons  why  these  agencies  and  functions  should  be  transferred  to 
the  Department  of  Labor.  They  are  more  nearly  related  to  the  problems  of  labor 
than  those  with  which  they  are  now  associated  and  their  transfer  accords  with 
the  Commission’s  first  report  which  recommended  that  agencies  be  grouped 
according  to  their  major  purposes. 

Thus  this  reorganization  plan  merely  seeks  to  lift  the  employment 
security  functions  lock,  stock,  and  barrel  out  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  and  deposit  them  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
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As  an  aid  to  the  committee  the  Honorable  Herbert  Hoover  for¬ 
warded  to  the  committee  the  following  telegram: 

Palo  Alto,  Calif. 

The  Honorable  Chet  Holifield, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  have  several  long-established  commitments  in  the  West  which  prevent  my 
appearance  before  the  committee  on  the  dates  mentioned  in  your  telegram. 
No  doubt  the  committee  will  incorporate  in  its  hearings  the  majority  report  upon 
the  Labor  Department  made  by  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government.  The  Commission  pointed  out  that  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  has  been  steadily  denuded  of  functions  at  one  time  established  within  it.  It 
pointed  out  that  good  organization  to  prevent  waste,  overlap,  and  conflict  require 
grouping  of  agencies  as  to  their  major  purpose.  It  pointed  out  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  was  originally  created  by  the  Congress  for  the  exact  purpose  of 
bringing  these  agencies  together.  They  are  now  diffused  over  many  parts  of 
the  Government.  The  Commission  pointed  out  that  the  overhead  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  in  staff  and  expense,  is  equal  to  several  other  major  departments  of  the 
Government,  some  of  whom  administer  funds  one  hundred  times  as  great  and  have 
employees  one  hundred  times  larger  with  the  same  overhead.  With  such  overhead 
staff,  the  Department  could  better  administer  the  various  labor  agencies  than  by 
diffusion  over  the  Government.  On  pages  9  and  10  of  that  report  we  enumerated 
the  agencies  which  we  believe  should  be  placed  in,  or  restored  to,  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment.  We  stated  that  these  functions  were  more  nearly  related  to  the 
problems  of  labor  than  they  were  to  those  with  which  they  were  associated  in  other 
agencies.  The  President’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  does  not  transfer  all  of  the 
agencies  we  recommended  but,  so  far  as  the  plan  goes,  I  can  endorse  it.  I  would 
like  to  suggest  to  the  committee  that  it  might  call  Mr.  James  Rowe,  Jr.,  a  member 
of  the  Commission,  who  is  a  resident  of  Washington  and  who  is  familiar  with  the 
studies  of  the  Commission. 

Herbert  Hoover. 

The  committee  was  favored,  following  the  receipt  of  this  telegram, 
with  the  presence  and  testimony  of  the  Honorable  James  Rowe,  a 
member  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government.  He  expressed  himself  as  favoring  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  and  he  paralleled  the  views  of  Mr.  Hoover  in  feeling  that 
this  transfer  “is  a  step  in  the  right  direction.” 

FEASIBILITY  OF  THIS  TRANSFER  OF  FUNCTIONS  TO  THE  LABOR 

DEPARTMENT 

In  some  quarters  the  committee  has  heard  some  questioning  of  this 
transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  to  the  Department 
of  Labor.  In  the  judgment  of  the  committee,  however,  such  objec¬ 
tions  are  overcome  by  consideration  of  the  inherent  soundness  of  the 
plan  and  the  testimony  given  at  the  hearings. 

First,  some  opposition  has  been  based  upon  alleged  partiality  of  the 
Department  of  Labor,  and  upon  a  possible  lessening  of  confidence  on 
the  part  of  employers  in  the  Administration  of  the  Bureau  of  Emplo}r- 
ment  Security  by  the  Department  of  Labor.  The  committee  has  con¬ 
sidered  this  point  carefully  and  advises  that  it  is  without  foundation. 
Despite  repeated  questioning  of  every  witness  who  advanced  this  as 
a  basis,  none  of  the  witnesses  were  able  to  cite  a  single  example  of 
partiality.  On  the  other  hand,  the  testimony  heard,  satisfactorily 
maintained  that  the  Department  of  Labor  acts  at  all  times  in  the 
public  interest. 

The  claim  that  the  Department  of  Labor  is  biased  in  favor  of  the 
worker  ignores  the  fact  that  the  Department  of  Labor  is  as  much  a 
public  agency  as  is  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  In  this  connection 
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the  committee  cites  the  testimony  of  the  Honorable  Herbert  Hoover, 
in  his  appearance  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in 
the  Executive  Departments,  June  30,  1949,  which  was  made  a  part  of 
the  record : 

I  do  not  think  any  reasonable  employer  would  have  prejudices  on  that  account. 
In  any  event,  I  do  not  see  any  difference  which  will  arise  in  the  administration  of 
a  bureau  wherever  it  is.  I  do  not  believe  that  an  employer  ought  to  have  any  less 
confidence  in  the  objectivity  of  the  Labor  Department  than  the  Federal  Security 
Agency.  If  there  is  such  criticism,  the  employer  ought  to  realize  that  these 
bureaus  placed  in  the  Labor  Department  will  be  under  the  more  vivid  searchlight 
of  public  opinion,  than  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  whose  major  purposes 
are  not  related  to  the  subject. 

My  own  view  is  that  both  sides  would  be  better  protected. 

The  point  was  advanced  also  that  employers  might  not  use  the 
Employment  Service  if  it  were  placed  under  the  Department  of  Labor, 
this  contention  is  contrary  to  the  facts  as  presented  by  Secretary  of 
Labor  Tobin  in  his  testimony: 

During  the  24  years  when  the  Employment  Service  was  in  the  Department  of 
Labor,  employers  did  use  it  and  on  a  constantly  increasing  scale.  In  fact  job 
orders  and  placements  recorded  in  the  official  records  of  the  Employment  Service 
in  the  years  1945  to  1948,  when  the  Employment  Service  was  in  the  Department 
of  Labor,  show  that  employers  used  this  Service  more  than  at  any  other  peacetime 
period  since  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  was  enacted  in  1933. 

One  aspect  of  the  reorganization  plan  which  most  favorably  im¬ 
pressed  the  committee  was  the  proposal  for  expanded  use  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Council.  This  Council,  composed  of  outstanding 
individuals  drawn  from  the  ranks  of  management,  labor,  and  the 
public,  is  required  by  the  present  law  to  advise  on  policies  for  the 
Employment  Service.  The  plan  would  require  this  Council  to  be 
consulted  also  on  policies  for  administering  the  Unemployment 
Insurance  Service.  The  committee  regards  this  procedure  as  a 
guaranty  that  the  public  will  at  all  times  be  consulted  in  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security. 

Secondly,  it  was  also  felt  that  the  Department  of  Labor  might 
increase  the  cost  to  employers  of  providing  unemployment-compen¬ 
sation  benefits,  and  would  abolish  the  experience-rating  system  under 
State  unemployment-compensation  laws.  The  evidence  adduced  is 
very  clear,  however,  and  the  committee  was  satisfied  that  such  action 
would  not  obtain  under  the  law.  The  committee  learned  that  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  must  be  administered  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  four  laws.  These  are: 

1.  The  Wagner-Peyser  Act. 

2.  The  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act. 

3.  The  Social  Security  Act. 

4.  The  Federal  Unemployment  Tax  Act. 

These  laws,  and  these  laws  alone,  govern  the  Bureau’s  activities, 
whether  the  Bureau  is  situated  in  the  Department  of  Labor  or  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency.  As  long  as  State  laws  meet  the  specific 
standards  set  out  in  the  Federal  law,  the  State  systems  must  be 
approved  by  the  Federal  Government,  and  Federal  aid  must  be 
granted  to  those  States. 

With  regard  to  experience  rating,  the  testimony  was  crystal  clear 
and  Secretary  Tobin  agreed  that,  for  all  practical  purposes,  the  State 
can  read  the  Federal  statute,  submit  a  plan  for  experience  rating  com¬ 
plying  with  the  standards  ot  the  statute,  and  that  plan  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Department  of  Labor.  For  example,  the  Federal 
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Unemployment  Tax  Act  provides  for  a  3-percent  tax  on  employer’s 
pay  rolls.  All  except  three-tenths  of  1  percent  of  this  tax  may  be 
offset  by  payments  made  under  the  State  law.  The  Federal  law  in 
addition  provides  that  the  employer  shall  be  allowed  credits  with 
respect  to  a  reduced  rate  permitted  by  State  law  on  experience-rating 
basis.  This  is  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  the  experience-rating 
system.  The  Federal  law  spells  out  certain  standards  which  the 
experience-rating  system  must  meet.  When  these  standards  are  met, 
additional  credits  may  be  allowed  with  the  range  between  0  percent 
and  2.7  percent. 

The  committee  is  confident  that  no  administrative  agency  can  legally 
abolish  the  experience-rating  system  or  preve  it  any  State  from  adopt¬ 
ing  such  a  system.  This  is  because  protection  of  the  system  has 
been  written  into  law  by  the  Congress.  It  is  well  to  bear  in  mind  that 
Congress  alone  may  change  or  abolish  the  experience-rating  system. 
Neither  the  Federal  Security  Agency  nor  the  Department  of  Labor 
can  make  this  change. 

Thirdly,  testimony  of  some  witnesses  sought  to  develop  that  transfer 
of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor 
would  be  less  economical  and  would  be  duplicative  of  existing  facilities 
of  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  The  committee  was  satisfied  that 
this  is  an  unwarranted  conclusion  from  all  the  evidence  presented. 
The  testimony  showed  that  the  cost  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  would  not  be  increased  by  the  transfer.  This  applies  to  the 
field  and  regional  services  as  well  as  to  the  central  operations  of  the 
Bureau.  The  Department  of  Labor,  for  example,  has  the  same  num¬ 
ber  of  regional  offices  as  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  With  one  ex¬ 
ception,  all  of  these  offices  are  coincidentally  in  the  identical  cities 
harboring  the  regional  offices  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

CONCLUSION 

There  exists  today  a  definite  need  for  a  more  effective  use  of  the 
Department  of  Labor.  All  sides  agree  that  the  employment-service 
function  and  with  it  the  administration  of  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  are  a  combination  of  interdependent  functions  dealing  with  the 
labor  force.  This  transfer  would  remove  labor  functions  from  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  which  deals  primarily  with  phases  of  our 
society  directed  in  the  field  of  public  benefit  and  welfare. 

The  Hoover  Commission,  after  a  study  of  the  Department  of  Labor, 
has  gone  on  record  as  urging  this  transfer  as  set  out  in  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2.  Herbert  Hoover,  its  Chairman,  characterizes  it  as  a  "step 
in  the  right  direction.” 

President  Truman  in  his  message  of  transmittal,  accompanying 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  dated  June  20,  1949,  indicated  that — 

this  plan  is  a  major  step  in  the  rebuilding  and  strengthening  of  the  Department 
of  Labor,  which  I  am  convinced  is  essential  to  the  sound  and  efficient  organization 
of  the  executive  branch  of  'the  Government. 

Among  the  proponents  of  this  transfer  which  included  Hon.  Maurice 
Tobin,  Secretary  of  Labor,  and  Hon.  Frederick  J.  Lawton,  Assistant 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  it  would  be  well  to  cite  the 
statement  of  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing,  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  from  which  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  would  transfer  these 
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functions,  recommended  with  favor  this  relocation  in  the  following 
language: 

The  labor  functions  of  the  Government  should  be  closely  coordinated.  The 
United  States  Employment  Service  is  concerned  primarily  with  the  placement 
of  workers  in  jobs,  and  clearly  is  a  majoi  labor  function  of  the  Government. 
Accordingly,  it  should  be  a  part  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Experience  has  shown  that  the  Bureau  should  remain  intact,  since 
its  two  main  functions  are  so  closely  interlocked  in  purpose  and  effect. 
Each  reacts  on  the  other,  and  they  cannot  be  separated  without 
damage  to  both. 

In  refusing  to  allow  the  transfer  of  these  functions  in  the  past,  con¬ 
gressional  action  has  been  predicated  upon  the  desire  of  many  Mem¬ 
bers  to  await  the  studies  and  recommendations  of  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government.  We  now 
have  the  benefit  of  such  studies.  They  favor  the  transfer  of  the 
Employment  Security  Service.  This  plan  clearly  affords  the  Con¬ 
gress  an  opportunity  to  further  the  cause  of  long-range  economy  and 
immediate  increased  efficiency  in  the  Federal  Government. 

In  the  light  of  the  above  considerations  the  majority  is  convinced 
that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949  should  be  effectuated,  and 
that  House  Resolution  301  should  be  rejected. 


Federal  Security  Agency, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.,  August  8,  1949. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  should  appreciate  the  inclusion  in  the  record  of  hearings 
before  your  committee  of  an  expression  of  my  wholehearted  endorsement  of 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949. 

The  labor  functions  of  the  Government  should  be  closely  coordinated.  The 
United  States  Employment  Service  is  concerned  primarily  with  the  placement  of 
workers  in  jobs,  and  clearly  is  a  major  labor  function  of  Government.  Accordingly, 
it  should  be  a  part  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Experience  has  shown  that  the  Bureau  should  remain  intact,  since  its  two  main 
functions  are  so  closely  interlocked  in  purpose  and  effect.  Each  reacts  on  the 
other,  and  they  cannot  be  separated  without  damage  to  both. 

As  for  the  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board,  I  believe  there  is  no  need  for  me 
to  elaborate  upon  the  reasons  already  advanced  before  your  committee  in  support 
of  the  transfer  of  its  functions  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  I  am  in  complete 
accord  with  the  President’s  proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Oscar  R.  Ewing,  Administrator. 


Lansing,  Mich.,  August  4,  1949. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

Endorse  Hoover  Commission  recommendation  plan  No.  2  which  places  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  under  Labor  Department. 

G.  Mennen  Williams, 

Governor  of  Michigan. 


H.  Rept.  1204,  81-1 
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Washington,  D.  C.,  August  4,  1949. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 

House  Office  Building: 

Regret  I  was  absent  from  city  during  hearings  by  your  committee  on  President’s 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2.  Please  inform  committee  members  American  Feder¬ 
ation  of  Labor  wholeheartedly  in  support  this  plan  transferring  Bureau  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  to  Labor  Department.  Statement  setting  forth  our  reasons  for 
this  position  in  full  follows  by  letter. 

William  Green, 

President,  American  Federation  of  Labor. 

(See  statement  in  hearing.) 


Boston,  Mass.,  August  3,  1949. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 

United  Stales  Congress,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  State  Advisory  Council  of  Massachusetts,  Division  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity,  a  body  created  by  statute  and  comprised  of  following  membership:  Joseph  A. 
Dunn  and  Stephen  V.  Duffy,  employers;  Daniel  J.  McCarthy  and  Jacob  Prager, 
labor;  Francis  J.  Carreiro  and  Herman  J.  Dumas.  The  public,  at  its  meeting  on 
July  27,  unanimously  voted  its  approval  of  the  President’s  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  of  1949  wherein  it  recommends  transfer  of  employment  service  and  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  functions  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  The  council 
unanimously  urges  you  to  support  the  President’s  plan. 

Francis  J.  Carreiro, 

Chairman,  State  Advisory  Council,  Division  of  Employment  Security. 


Washington,  D.  C.,  August  3,  1949. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 
House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Congressman  Dawson;  Transmitted  herewith  is  a  statement  in  sup¬ 
port  of  Reorganization  Plans  Nos.  1  and  2  by  Paul  Sifton,  national  legislative 
representative  of  the  United  Automobile  Workers-C.  I.  O,  in  behalf  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  Industrial  Organizations. 

Will  you  please  make  the  CIO  statement  a  part  of  the  record  of  your  hearings 
on  the  reorganization  plans? 

Sincerely  yours, 


(See  statement  in  hearing.) 


Nathan  E.  Cowan, 

CIO  Legislative  Director. 


Washington,  D.  C.,  August  4,  1949. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments. 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Railway  Labor  Executives’  Association  desires  to  record  its  support  of  the 
President’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  which  would  transfer  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 
While  railway  workers  are  not  directly  affected,  we  believe  in  the  general  public 
interest  the  proposed  reorganization  should  be  made. 

A.  E.  Lyon, 

Executive  Secretary,  Railway  Labor  Executives  Association. 


MINORITY  VIEWS 


The  minority  is  of  the  opinion  that  House  Resolution  301,  the 
purpose  of  which  is  to  disapprove  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  of  June 
20,  1949,  which  the  President  states — 

transfers  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  now  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  to  the  Department  of  Labor  and  vests  in  the  Secretary  of  Labor  the 
functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Administrator  with  respect  to  employment 
services  and  unemployment  compensation,  the  latter  of  which  is  now  more 
commonly  referred  to  as  unemployment  insurance.  The  plan  also  transfers  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  the  functions  of  the  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board 
and  of  its  chairman  and  abolishes  that  Board. 

should  be  adopted  by  the  House. 


STATEMENTS  OF  FACT 


That  there  may  be  no  misunderstanding,  let  it  be  stated  now  and 
kept  in  mind  throughout  the  reading  of  these  views,  as  well  as  during 
the  consideration  of  the  resolution  in  the  House,  that  the  minority 
is  in  favor  of  plans  to  reorganize  the  executive  departments,  which 
will  carry  out  the  recommendations  of  the  floover  Commission  which 
were  designed  to  promote  economy  and  efficiency  in  those  departments. 

In  committee  the  vote  on  House  Resolution  301  was  as  follows: 


Ayes: 

Mr.  Dawson 
Mr.  Holifield 
•  Mr.  Lanham 

Mr.  Hardy  (by  proxy) 

Mr.  Karsten 
Mr.  McCormack 
Mr.  Huber 
Mr.  Blatnik 
Mr.  Donohue 
Mr.  Wagner 
Mr.  Burnside 
Mr.  Bolling 
Mr.  Tauriello 
Mr.  Roosevelt 

Ayes,  14;  nays,  7;  Mr.  Pfeiffer  not 


Nays: 

Mr.  Hoffman 
Mr.  Rich 
Mr.  Riehlman 
Mr.  Harvey 
Mr.  Halleck 
Mr.  Lovre 
Mr.  Bolton 


(out  of  town  on  official  business). 


“ Hoover ”  label  not  guaranty  oj  economy  and  efficiency 

The  minority  is  not  so  naive  as  to  accept  the  thesis  that  all  proposed 
legislation  on  which  there  may  have  been  pasted  a  “Hoover”  label 
by  the  administration  either  will,  or  was  even  designed  to,  give  us  the 
economy  and  efficiency  which  was  the  objective  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission. 

Though  the  President  states  in  his  meassge  of  June  20,  1949, 
transmitting  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  that — 


These  changes  are  in  general  accord  with  recommendations  made  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government- — 

that  statement  while  true,  is  not  the  whole  truth. 
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While  this  plan  transfers  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  and 
the  Advisory  Council  attached  to  it  from  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
to  the  Labor  Department  and  also  abolishes  the  Veterans’  Service 
Placement  Board  and  transfers  its  functions  to  the  Department  of 
Labor,  it  adopts  but  one  of  the  Hoover  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  regarding  the  Labor  Department.1 

Plan  No.  2  ignores  the  following  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission: 

1.  That  the  Bureau  of  Employees  Compensation  and  its  Appeals  Board  be 
transferred  from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the  Labor  Department.2 

2.  That  certain  components  of  the  Division  of  Industrial  Hygiene  of  FSA  be 
transferred  to  the  Labor  Department.3 

3.  That  the  Selective  Service  System,  now  an  independent  agency,  with  its 
Appeals  Board  be  transferred  to  the  Labor  Department.4 5 

4.  That  the  functions  of  determining  minimum  wages  for  seamen  now  in  the 
Maritime  Commission  be  transferred  to  the  Labor  Department.6 

5.  That  the  functions  of  the  enforcement  of  labor  standards  in  Government 
contracts  to  be  transferred  to  the  Labor  Department  (from  contracting  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies).6 

6.  That  the  functions  of  “prevailing  wage”  research  be  conducted  by  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics.7 

“One  package  plan” 

During  the  hearings  several  members  of  the  committee  in  question¬ 
ing  witnesses  who  objected  to  this  reorganization  plan  because  it  did 
not  embody  all  of  the  Hoover  Commission  recommendations  on  the 
issue  being  considered  stated  that  under  the  Reorganization- Act  the 
President  must  send  down  a  "one  package”  plan,  was  not  permitted 
to  include  several  desirable  changes,  if  he  had  such  in  mind.  Appar¬ 
ently  the  members  of  the  committee  in  making  that  point,  and  they 
made  it  repeatedly,  sometimes  to  the  discomfiture  of  the  witness, 
overlooked  the  fact  that  the  “one  package”  treatment  was  carried  in 
subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  H.  R.  2361  but  was  stricken  out  in  con¬ 
ference  and  is  not  in  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 8 

The  purpose  of  the  transfer 

One  of  the  principal  objectives,  perhaps  the  principal  one,  of  this 
proposed  transfer  is  to  get  into  the  Department  of  Labor  the  authority 
to  determine  when  an  unemployed  employee  shall  receive  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  and  the  amount  of  that  compensation. 

The  drive  to  accomplish  that  purpose  is  not  new,  nor  are  those  who 
advocate  the  change  unknown.  The  placing  of  this  function  in  the 
Labor  Department  lias  always  been  advocated  by  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  and  by  employees’  organizations.  The  Labor  Department,  like 
every  other  department  ,  always  has  been  and  now  is  opposed  to  an}" 
move  which  would  lessen  its  authority  or  size.  Naturally,  employees’ 
organizations  have  always  supported  that  position  because  the}"  evi¬ 
dently  believe  they  would  receive  more  favorable  treatment  from  that 
department  than  from  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

Employers  and  employers’  organizations  have  as  consistently 
opposed  the  placing  of  t  his  function  in  the  Labor  Department  because 

1  See  Report  on  Department  of  Labor,  p.  14. 

2  See  Report  on  Department  of  Labor,  p.  11. 

3  See  Report  on  Department  of  Labor,  pp.  10  and  18. 

*  See  Report  on  Department  of  Labor,  p.  15. 

5  See  Report  on  Department  of  Labor,  pp.  15,  16). 

•  See  Report  on  Department  of  Labor,  p.  10. 

2  See  Report  on  Department  of  Labor,  pp.  16, 17. 

»  See  H.  Rept.  No.  843,  81st  Cong.,  1st  sess. 
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■evidently  they  believed  that  the  funds  collected  from  the  State  and 
appropriated  by  the  Federal  Government  should  be  administered 
through  an  impartial  agency  or  at  least  one  not  disposed  to  unduly 
favor  employees  or  employees’  organizations.  Many  employers  and 
•employers’  organizations  have  consistently  contended  that  the  Labor 
Department  was  not  an  unbiased  organization. 

Purpose  oj  Labor  Department ■ — Promotion  of  wage  earners'  interests 

The  minority  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  Labor  Department  is  pre¬ 
disposed  to  favor  employees  and  employees’  organizations,  not  only 
generally,  but  in  the  administration  of  unemployment  compensation. 

That  opinion  is  derived  from  the  statute  creating  the  Department, 
from  the  testimony  taken  at  this  and  previous  hearings  which  involved 
the  same  issue. 

Moreover,  some  members  of  the  minority  base  their  conclusions,  in 
part,  upon  the  reading  of  decisions  of  those  charged  with  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  so-called  labor  legislation  and  specific  cases  which  have  been 
brought  to  their  attention,  as  well  as  the  trend  since  the  creation  of  the 
Department  of  Labor  to  foster  and  promote  the  interests  of  employees 
and  their  organizations. 

A  Department  of  Labor  was  first  established  by  the  act  of  June  13, 
1888,  and  it  was  placed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  made  a  part  of  a 
new  department  called  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  Labor  by 
the  act  of  February  14,  1903. 

The  present  Department  of  Labor  was  created  by  act  of  March  4, 
1913.  The  act  states: 

The  purpose  of  the  Department  of  Labor  shall  be  to  foster,  promote,  and 
develop  the  welfare  of  the  wage  earners  of  the  United  States,  to  improve  their 
working  conditions,  and  to  advance  their  opportunities  for  profitable  employment.9 

The  Department  of  Labor  was  established  to  be,  it  is  and  no  doubt 
it  always  will  be  a  special  pleader  for,  if  the  term  may  be  used  “labor” 
and  labor  organizations. 

The  proponents  of  the  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor  vigorously  and  sometimes 
heatedly  challenged  the  assertion  that  the  Department  of  Labor  is  a 
special  pleader  or  tends  in  its  decisions  to  favor  employees  and  em¬ 
ployees  organizations.  In  view  of  the  purpose  for  which  the  Depart¬ 
ment  was  created,  as  indicated  by  the  above  quotation  from  the 
statute,  that  attitude  seems  rather  absurd. 

Especially  is  that  opinion  justified  when  we  remember  that  in  the 
act  creating  the  Department  of  Commerce  we  find: 

It  shall  be  the  province  and  duty  of  said  Department  to  foster,  promote,  and 
develop  the  foreign  and  domestic  commerce,  the  mining,  manufacturing,  shipping, 
and  fishery  industries,  and  the  transportation  facilities  of  the  United  States.10 

The  several-  Departments  were  created  to  further  the  interests  of 
certain  groups  or  activities. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  some  members  of  the  committee  during  the 
hearings  seriously  questioned  the  allegation  that  the  Department  of 
Labor  was  a  special  pleader  for  employees  and  their  organizations, 
predisposed  to  render  decisions  unfavorable  to  employer  and  employ¬ 
ers  organizations,  and  vigorously  disagreed  with  some  of  the  witnesses 
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who  asserted  that  such  was  the  fact,  the  foregoing  statutes  were  cited 
and  the  following  is  quoted  from  page  18  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
Task  Force  report  on  Public  Welfare,  appendix  P: 

The  Department  of  Labor  was  originally  created  in  response  to  the  desire  of 
organized  labor.  An  argument  at  the  time  of  its  creation  was  that  labor  was  en¬ 
titled  to  a  place  in  the  President’s  Cabinet.  The  objective  of  the  Department, 
as  stated  in  the  organizational  act,  was  “to  foster,  promote,  and  develop  the  welfare 
of  the  wage  earners  of  the  United  States,  to  improve  their  working  conditions, 
and  to  advance  their  opportunities  for  profitable  employment.”  Over  the  years 
since  the  Department  was  established  the  Secretaries  have  been  drawn  from  the 
ranks  of  organized  labor  or  from  persons  reasonably  acceptable  to  labor.  At  the 
time  of  the  recent  debates  on  the  location  of  the  Employment  Service  and  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  the  Department  had  one  Assistant  Secretary  from  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor,  one  from  the  Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations, 
and  one  from  an  independent  labor  organization.  Each  was  primarily  responsible 
for  the  relationships  between  the  Department  and  the  group  with  which  he  was 
affiliated. 

Under  these  conditions  it  is  not  surprising  that  there  are  employers  who  regard 
the  Department  of  Labor  as  one  created  to  advance  the  interests  of  a  particular 
group,  a  large  and  politically  powerful  group.  In  the  general  public  are  substan¬ 
tial  numbers,  moreover,  who  think  of  the  Department  of  Labor  in  about  the  same 
way.  The  existence  of  this  point  of  view  possibly  explains  in  part  why  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  unemployment  compensation,  old-age  and  survivors  insurance, 
and  the  three  relief  categories  of  the  Social  Security  Act  were  entrusted  to  a  newly 
established  Social  Security  Board  rather  than  to  the  existing  Department  of 
Labor.  It  may  also  help  to  explain  the  gradual  diminution  in  the  scope  of  the 
Department  since  1935. 

Suggested  transfer  not  new — Twice  rejected 

The  issue  presented  to  the  committee  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
is  not  a  new  one.  The  same  proposal  was  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1947, 11  which  proposed  to  transfer 
the  United  States  Employment  Service  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 
Hearings  were  held  on  A  lay  21,  22,  23,  24,  26,  and  27,  1947,  on  plan 
No.  2  and  also  on  certain  other  plans,  which  were  transmitted  at 
approximately  the  same  time.  Twenty-one  witnesses  were  heard' 
statements,  letters,  and  telegrams  were  received  and  made  a  part  of 
the  record.  The  committee  heard  all  witnesses  who  expressed  a 
desire  to  bo  heard. 

On  June  2,  1947, 12  the  committee  filed  a  unanimous  report  dis¬ 
approving  of  the  proposed  transfer.  Among  other  things,  that  report 
stated: 

THE  UNITED  STATES  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICE 

The  United  States  Employment  Service  (except  in  the  District  of  Columbia) 
is  not  an  operating  agency.  It  is  a  supervising  agency  which  grants  allocations 
of  money  to  the  various  State  governments  for  the  administration  of  State  em¬ 
ployment  services.  In  order  to  receive  these  funds,  each  State  must  submit 
a  plan,  approved  by  the  United  States  Employment  Service,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Wagner- Peyser  Act  of  1933. 

The  United  States  Employment  Service  also  serves  as  a  clearing  house  for  the 
distribution  of  employment  information  between  the  States. 

The  original  Wagner- Peyser  Act  of  1933  established  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  in  the  Department  of  Labor.  In  1939  it  was  transferred  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Roosevelt  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

In  1942,  after  federalization  of  the  State  employment  services,  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  was  transferred  to,  and  became  the  operating  agency 
of,  the  War  Manpower  Commission. 

After  VJ-day,  the  War  Manpower  Commission  was  abolished  and  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  was  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor,  under 


11  H.  Rept.  No.  499,  80th  Cong.,  1st  sess. 

12  Ibid. 
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the  authority  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act.  It  is  temporarily  located  in  this 
agency  today. 

Until  last  November,  its  operations  included  the  actual  placement  which  had 
been  performed  by  the  State,  employment  services  prior  to  their  federalization. 
In  November,  due  to  action  of  the  Congress,  the  operating  employment  offices 
and  personnel  were  returned  to  the  respective  States. 

The  present  situation  is,  accordingly,  the  same  as  it  was  in  1939  when  President 
Roosevelt  transferred  the  United  States  Employment  Service  to  the  Federal 
Security  Agency;  hence,  the  message  which  he  wrote  in  connection  with  such 
transfer  is  equally  applicable  to  the  situation  as  it  exists  today.  That  message, 
insofar  as  it  related  to  the  Employment  Service,  is  quoted  in  the  report  of  a 
member  of  the  staff,  which  is  included  in  the  hearings. 

The  hearings  brought  out  that — 

1.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  while  favoring  the  recommendation  of  the 
President,  indicated  that,  its  professional  staff  differed  as  to  the  solution  of  this 
organization  problem. 

2.  The  Department  of  Labor’s  representatives  favored  the  consolidation  of 
the  two  functions  in  one  agency  and  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  could  administer  more  efficiently  the  two  functions  than  any  other 
agency  of  the  Government  because  of  the  related  programs  having  to  do  with 
labor  statistics  and  other  labor  laws. 

3.  The  representatives  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  believed  that  the 
administration  of  the  unemployment  compensation  laws  should  remain,  as  at 
present,  related  to  the  administration  of  social-security  laws. 

4.  The  representatives  of  the  State  bodies  administering  these  two  programs 
expressed  the  belief  that  more  efficiency  and  economy  would  be  obtained  by  con¬ 
solidating  the  two  functions.  These  representatives  also  expressed  the  belief 
that  the  preferred  handling  of  this  organization  problem  in  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be: 

(a)  Transfer  United  States  Employment  Service  to  the  Federal  Security 
Agency. 

(b)  Consolidate  into  one  unit  the  administration  of  Federal  Employment 
Service  and  the  unemployment  compensation  functions  under  one  head,  in  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  under  the  Federal  Security  Administrator. 

The  State  directors  gave  the  following  reasons  for  their  recommendations: 

1.  The  Federal  Social  Security  Act  requires  that  every  State  unemployment 
compensation  law  provides  for  payment  of  benefits  through  public  employment 
agencies.  All  State  laws  make  the  same  requirement  in  accordance  with  Federal 
law. 

2.  Thus  the  employment  services  are  in  effect  the  local  administrative  offices 
through  which  unemployment  benefits  are  paid.  Applicants  for  unemployment 
benefits  must  first  file  an  application  for  work.  The  local  offices  simultaneously 
attempt  to  refer  the  individual  to  a  job  and  to  determine  his  benefit  eligibility. 
Benefits  are  paid  only  if  a  job  cannot  be  found. 

3.  Practically  all  States  have  integrated  their  employment  service  operations 
completely  with  their  unemployment  compensation  activities.  There  is  now  in 
most  States  no  direct  dividing  line  at  the  local  level  between  the  job  placement 
and  unemployment  compensation  functions. 

4.  The  Federal  law  in  effect  prohibits  the  States  from  paying  the  administrative 
costs  of  either  of  these  activities  out  of  employment  taxes.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  diverts  to  the  Federal  Treasury  approximately  one-sixth  of  all  unemployment 
taxes  collected  and,  in  turn,  makes  grants  to  the  States  for  administration  of 
unemployment  compensation  and  employment  services. 

5.  The  grants  for  unemployment  compensation  administration,  after  appropri¬ 
ation  by  Congress,  are  allocated  to  the  various  States  by  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security,  under  the  Social  Security  Commissioner.  The  grants  for  employ¬ 
ment  operation,  after  appropriation  by  Congress,  are  allocated  to  the  various 
States  by  the  United  States  Employment  Service.  Thus,  under  the  present 
system,  every  State  agency  is  dependent  upon  allocations  by  two  separate  Federal 
agencies.  The  result  is  complete  financial  confusion. 

6.  The  United  States  Employment  Service  is  concerned  with  one  function  - 
promoting  employment  security  by  placement  of  the  jobless.  The  Federal  agency 
which  is  charged  with  the  over-all  problem  of  employment  security  is  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  under  the  Social  Security  Commissioner  in  the  Federal 
Security  Agency. 

7.  The  primary  activities  of  the  Employment  Service  can  be  performed  better 
within  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  There  are  neither  major  nor  minor  activ¬ 
ities  which  would  require  locating  the  Service  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
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8.  Expenses  of  operating  the  United  States  Employment  Service  could  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  lower  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  than  in  the  Department  of 
Labor.  Such  reduction  in  expense  should  result  from  the  integration  of  all  of 
the  employment  security  work  of  the  Federal  Government  in  one  agency.  For 
example,  the  United  States  Employment  Service  audits  State  administrative  ex¬ 
penditures.  Such  auditing  must  also  be  done  by  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security.  There  is  no  reason  why  these  functions  cannot  be  obtained  and 
performed  by  the  same  staff. 

9.  The  Employment  Service  creates  no  job  opportunities.  Jobs  must  be  of¬ 
fered  by  employers.  They  will  be  offered  through  the  Employment  Service  to 
the  extent  that  employers  have  confidence  in  the  ability  of  the  Employment 
Service  to  perform  an  efficient,  unbiased  service.  During  the  years  preceding 
the  war,  the  public  Employment  Service  gained  rapidly  in  establishment  of  em¬ 
ployer  confidence.  During  the  war  much  ground  was  lost  and  employer  confi¬ 
dence  deteriorated  steadily,  largely  due  to  the  fact  that  both  compulsion  and 
“social  planning”  were  to  a  considerable  extent  substituted  for  free  services. 

The  chief  argument  of  the  Federal  officials  urging  the  permanent  transfer  to 
the  Department  of  Labor  was  the  fear  that,  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  the 
job-placement  function  would  be  subordinated  to  the  payment  of  unemployment 
benefits. 

No  other  witnesses  concurred  in  this  fear.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  such 
subordination  would  have  to  take  place  at  the  operating  level — in  the  States — in 
any  event. 

The  great  weight  of  the  evidence  is  to  the  effect  that  social-security  activities, 
which  concern  all  the  people — employers,  employees,  and  generally  the  public — 
should  be  consolidated  in  one  neutral  agency.  The  committee  believes  it  would  be 
as  great  a  mistake  to  place  the  Employment  Service  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Department  of  Labor  as  to  place  it  under  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

THE  committee’s  OPINION 

With  reference  to  section  I  of  the  plan,  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that — 

1.  The  functions  of  the  USES  should  be  transferred  to  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  and  that  the  administration  of  the  unemployment  compensation  laws  be 
consolidated  with  it  in  such  a  manner  that  emphasis  will  be  placed,  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  consolidated  program,  upon  the  work  of  the  Employment  Service 
and  that  the  administration  of  the  unemployment  compensation  laws  be  considered 
as  a  part  of  the  total  process  of  employment  security. 

2.  When  these  services  are  transferred  and  consolidated  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  the  grants  to  States  for  both  employment  service  and  unemployment 
compensation  administration  should  be  supervised  by  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security,  as  was  the  case  from  1939  to  1942. 

The  committee  recommendation  to  reject  plan  No.  2  of  May  1, 
1947,  was  adopted  by  the  House  on  June  10,  1947,  and  by  the  Senate 
on  June  30,  1947. 

On  January  19,  1948,  the  President  tried  again.  He  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1948,  which  he  said: 

Transfers  the  United  States  Employment  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  The  United  States  Employment 
Service  is  now  in  the  Department  of  Labor  by  temporary  transfer  under  authority 
of  title  1  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act,  1941,  while  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  is  at  present  a  constituent  unit  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  This 
plan  will  place  the  administration  of  the  employment  service  and  unemployment 
compensation  functions  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  most  appropriate 
location  within  the  executive  establishment  and  will  provide  for  their  proper 
coordination. 

Hearings  were  held  on  the  5th,  6th,  and  7th  of  February  1948.  The 
■request  of  all  those  who  expressed  a  desire  to  be  heard  was  granted 
and  38  witnesses  appeared  before  the  committee.  Statements,  letters, 
and  telegrams  were  also  received. 

The  committee  again  disapproved  of  the  transfer  by  a  vote  of  15 
to  8.  The  conclusions  stated  in  that  report  we  think  are  sound,  in  no 
way  changed  by  any  testimony  given  at  the  recent  hearings  where 
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>ut  seven  witnesses  were  heard,  where  witnesses  who  desired  to  be 
leard  were  not  given  an  opportunity  to  appear  personally. 

The  reasons  for  the  rejection  of  the  plan,  and  it  was  rejected  by 
,he  House  on  February  25,  1948,  by  the  Senate  March  16,  1948,  still 
exist  and  are  clearly  set  forth  in  the  report.13  That  report  was  as 
'ollows: 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

The  record  shows  that  the  Department  of  Labor  was  created  by  the  Congress 
or  the  express  purpose  of  fostering  and  aiding  labor,  no  doubt  on  the  theory 
,hat  the  public  welfare  was  dependent  upon  the  welfare  of  those  who  depended 
lpon  their  daily  toil  for  their  livelihood. 

Since  such  was  and  is  the  proper  purpose  and  the  legal  function  of  the  Depart- 
nent  of  Labor,  it  necessarily  follows  that  that  Department  and  those  in  it  become 
idvocates  of,  or  at  least  give  sympathetic  consideration  to,  the  programs  of  labor, 
whether  advanced  by  organized  or  unorganized  groups. 

It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  the  Department  of  Labor  has,  in  all 
)f  its  endeavors  since  its  creation,  carried  out  to  a  very  great  degree  its  functions 
is  prescribed  by  the  Congress  and  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  at  the 
ime  of  signing  the  bill.  This  committee  believes  that  the  Department  of  Labor 
should  be,  as  it  has  been,  a  representative  in  the  Cabinet  of  the  United  States  in 
oehalf  of  the  working  people  and  that  by  this  method  they  have  a  voice  in  the 
aighest  governmental  functions. 

If  this  is  true,  as  it  appears  to  be,  the  Department  of  Labor  could  not,  in  sup¬ 
porting  and  promoting  the  aims  of  labor,  be  an  impartial  agency  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  law  with  regard  to  unemployment  compensation.  That  is  no 
eondemnation  of  the  Department  of  Labor  but,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a  recognition 
bf  the  fact  that  those  who  are  charged  with  the  duty  of  fostering  the  welfare  of 
,he  Nation’s  workers  could  not,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  at  the  same  time  administer 
;he  provisions  of  the  Unemployment  Compensation  Act  as  well  as  a  neutral 
agency. 

Assuming  that  the  Department  of  Labor  would  make  every  effort  humanly 
possible  to  be  fair  and  to  carry  out  the  act  of  Congress  according  to  its  spirit  and 
intent,  there  still  remains  the  proposition  that  when  there  are  two  parties  to  a 
controversy,  the  agency  which  is  supposed  to  administer  an  act  of  Congress 
impartially,  but  nevertheless  in  the  interest  of  employees,  would  be  placed  in  a 
Very  embarrassing  position  in  promulgating  rules  and  regulations  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  unemployment  compensation  fund  if  there  was  the  slightest  degree 
bf  apparent  partiality  to  either  group. 

The  unemployment  compensation  is  collected  from  the  employers  of  the  Nation, 
who  employ  more  than  eight  people,  by  a  3-percent  tax  upon  their  pay  rolls  which, 
bf  course,  is  ultimately  paid  by  the  consumer,  as  are  all  taxes,  wages,  and  profits. 
But  the  fact  remains  that,  unless  the  people  who  contribute  to  this  fund  have 
absolute  confidence  in  its  fair  administration,  it  would  result  in  destroying  our 
very  fine  system  of  paying  some  unemployed  workers  a  portion  of  their  salary 
for  a  short' period  when  they  are  actually 'out  of  employment  and  are  honestly 
seeking  reemployment. 

This  committee  believes  that  responsible,  representative,  democratic  govern¬ 
ment  would  be  best  served  (notwithstanding  all  the  collateral  issues  that  have 
been  raised  by  partisans  on  both  sides)  by  the  continuation  of  this  service  as  an 
unemployment  insurance  program,  rather  than  to  permit  partisans  on  either  side 
to  take  over  and  administer  this  fund. 

As  was  stated  by  several  witnesses,  the  Department  of  Labor,  as  originally 
conceived  and  now  administered,  quite  properly  represents  and  serves  for  the 
most  part  the  interests  of  labor.  Unemployment  compensation  is  a  social- 
jinsurance  system. 

Its  ultimate  aims,  as  we  understand  them,  are  to  meet  the  immediate  needs  of 
(eligible,  unemployed  working  people  and  constitute  a  public  policy  which  concerns 
all  citizens  of  the  United  States.  Employer  rights  and  privileges  must  also  be 
safeguarded. 

It  is  the  thought  of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  that  this  all-important  function  of  government  should  not  degenerate  into 
a  political  issue,  but  should  be  administered  in  the  public  interest  for  the  public 


13  See  H.  Rept.  1368,  80th  Cong.,  2d  sess. 
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welfare.  For  this  reason,  if  there  were  no  other,  we  believe  that,  as  between  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  which  is  now  administer¬ 
ing  this  act,  the  Federal  Security  Agency  will  more  nearly  administer  this  fund 
in  the  public  interest. 

To  the  foregoing  might  be  added  the  statement  that,  inasmuch  as  upon  the 
public  falls  the  ultimate  cost  of  whatever  benefits  are  paid,  the  interest  of  the 
public  should  be  protected.  It  is  quite  evident  that  only  by  a  neutral,  disinter¬ 
ested  agency  can  the  interests  of  those  who  must  buy  in  the  market  be  safeguarded. 

To  summarize  the  above,  the  Department  of  Labor  is  a  partisan  advocate 
created  and  charged  with  the  duty  of  protecting  and  advancing  the  interests  of 
labor  as  such. 

Unemployment  compensation  is  a  special  benefit,  an  item  of  cost,  paid  in  the 
first  instance  by  the  employer,  ultimately  by  the  consumer,  to  which  only  those 
belonging  to  a  particular  group  are  entitled. 

Like  every  other  benefit  payment,  to  which  citizens  generally  are  entitled  and 
the  fund  for  which  is  not  created  by  those  receiving  the  benefits,  it  should  be 
administered  by  an  impartial  agency  under  no  obligation  to  those  receiving  the 
benefits. 

The  minority,  that  is,  the  Republican  members  of  the  committee, 
desire  to  again  announce  their  wholehearted  support  of  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Hoover  Commission  which  promote  either  economy  or 
efficiency.  They  call  attention,  however,  to  the  fact  that  in  legisla¬ 
tion,  as  in  medicine,  not  everything  that  is  labeled  a  remedy  is  either 
designed  to,  or  will,  effect  a  cure. 

The  label  on  many  an  old-fashioned  patent  medicine,  if  believed, 
was  a  cure  for  many  human  ailments.  The  only  purpose  of  the  con¬ 
coction  which  carried  a  cure-all  label,  all  too  often,  like  some  legislation 
was  pleasant  to  take  but  had  been  thrown  together  to  make  sell,  put 
money  in  the  vendor’s  pocket. 

The  Hoover  Commission  did  a  magnificent  job.  Its  over-all 
recommendations  are  sound.  The  purpose  of  those  recommendations 
is  to  all  minds  desirable. 

Unfortunately,  the  Hoover  label  cannot  be  copyrighted,  and  since 
the  Commission’s  report,  it  is  evident  that  it  is  being,  that  it  will  be, 
misused  and  that  again  every  effort  will  be  made  by  various  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  of  the  Government,  as  well  as  by  some  politicians, 
to  foist  upon  an  unsuspecting  public,  legislation  bearing  the  Hoover 
label,  but  never  designed  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  the  Hoover 
Commission. 

Plan  No.  2  does  not  follow  the  Hoover  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  with  reference  to  the  Labor  Department. 

House  Resolution  301  rejecting  plan  No.  2,  should  be  adopted  by  the 
House  for  the  reasons  that — 

(a)  The  Labor  Department  having  been  created  to,  and  being  a 
special  pleader  for  labor — employees  and  employees’  organizations— 
is  naturally  inclined  to,  and  does,  favor  an  ever  more  liberal  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  payments  and  the 
amount  of  the  payments  of  unemployment  compensation  and; 

(b)  Such  a  policy  calls  for  more  and  more  money,  which  though  paid 
in  the  first  instance  by  the  employer  or  the  employer  and  the  employee, 
ultimately  comes  from  the  consumer  and ; 

(c)  The  funds  for  unemployment  compensation  are  funds  for  a 
specific  purpose  and  in  which  the  public  generally  has  an  interest  and 
should,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  a  trust  fund,  to  be  paid  out  only  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  enacted  by  the  Congress,  interpreted  to 
accomplish  the  purpose  which  the  Congress  intended  and  not  to 
further  the  policies  of  any  group; 
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(d)  The  interpretation,  the  administration,  of  the  laws  affecting 
unemployment  compensation,  the  rules  and  regulations  under  which 
the  law  is  to  be  administered,  should  be  in  the  hands  of  an  unbiased 
agency,  whose  sole  purpose  is  to  interpret  the  law,  administer  it  in 
accordance  with  congressional  intention. 

The  Labor  Department  is  not  such  a  disinterested  agency. 

ADDENDUM 

Right  of  petition 

To  the  report  proper  should  be  added  an  addendum,  charitably  ex¬ 
pressing  disapproval  of  the  manner  in  which  some  of  the  witnesses 
were  questioned. 

In  years  gone  by,  committees  of  both  the  Senate  and  of  the  House 
have  been  severely  and  repeatedly  criticized  in  the  public  press  be¬ 
cause  of  the  way  witnesses  were  examined,  because  of  the  manner  in 
which  they  were  treated.  Some  of  that  criticism  was  deserved; 
much  of  it  was  not. 

Because  congressional  committees  have  the  power  to  compel  the 
attendance  of  witnesses  and  examine  them,  we  should  be  extremely 
careful  to  treat  all  those  so  appearing  not  only  fairly  and  courteously, 
but  generously. 

Many  witnesses — and  we  are  not  referring  now  to  the  professional 
representatives  of  either  big  business  or  of  labor  organizations  or  to 
lawyers  who  have  knowledge  of  court  procedure — have  had  little  or 
no  experience  in  appearing  either  in  courts  or  before  congressional 
committees.  They  respect  congressional  committees,  the  members  of 
such  committees,  and  the  authority  invested  in  those  committees. 

Many  of  the  witnesses  come  to  Washington  at  their  own  expense, 
sometimes  at  much  personal  inconvenience.  They  come  to  exercise 
their  constitutional  right  to  petition  the  Congress.  In  reality,  we, 
the  Members  of  Congress,  are  their  servants  and  for  that  reason,  and 
because  they  do  respect  us  and  our  authority,  if  we  are  to  err  on 
either  side  of  the  line  which  indicates  fair,  just,  courteous,  and  gen¬ 
erous  treatment  of  a  witness,  it  should  be  on  the  side  which  extends 
the  greatest  consideration  to  the  witness. 

The  good  faith  of  a  witness,  his  sincerity,  his  authority  to  represent 
those  for  whom  he  claims  to  speak,  if  it  is  to  be  questioned,  should 
be  questioned  only  by  clear,  simple  pertinent  interrogatories  seeking 
information  which  would  be  helpful  in  weighing  his  testimony — never 
by  contradictory  assertions  made  by  the  examiner;  nor  should  his 
sincerity  or  his  authority  be  impugned  by  innuendo  or  insinuation. 

The  purpose  in  making  this  statement  is  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  Members  of  the  House  to  the  situation  shown  by  the  record  and 
to  lend  support  to  the  attempt  now  being  made  in  the  Senate  to 
formulate  rules  governing  the  examination  of  witnesses  and  the 
procedure  of  the  standing  committcess  of  the  Congress. 

'  Clare  E.  Hoffman. 

Robert  F.  Rich. 

Ralph  Harvey. 

Harold  O.  Lovre. 

(Note. — The  writing  of  a  minority  report  was  authorized  by  the 
Republican  members  present,  but  due  to  unavoidable  absence  on 
official  business,  it  was  not  read  or  signed  by  Mr.  Riehlman,  Mr. 
Halleck,  or  Mr.  Pfeiffer.) 
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Union  Calendar  No.  501 

H.  RES.  301 

[Report  No.  1204] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  28, 1949 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  submitted  the  following  resolution;  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 

August  5, 1949 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 

RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  the  House  does  not  favor  the  Reorgan- 

2  ization  Plan  Numbered  2  of  June  20,  1949,  transmitted  to 

3  Congress  by  the  President  on  the  20th  day  of  June  1949. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  RES.  151 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  5  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 

Mr.  McClellan  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Mundt)  submitted  the  following  reso¬ 
lution;  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor  the  Reorgan- 

2  ization  Plan  Numbered  2  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

3  President  on  June  20,  1949. 


Calendar  No.  856 


81st  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

1st  Session  ) 

(  No.  852 

REORGANIZATION '  PLAN  NO.  2  OF  1949 -TRANSFERRING 
THE  BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 


August  8  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McClellan,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  Res.  151] 

The  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 
having  considered  Senate  Resolution  No.  151,  which  provides  that 
the  Senate  does  not  favor  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  report 
favorably  thereon  and  recommend  that  the  resolution  be  approved 
by  the  Senate. 

The  President  transmitted  to  the  Senate  on  June  20,  1949,  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  which  would  transfer  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the 
Department  of  Labor;  transfer  the  functions  of  the  Veterans’  Place¬ 
ment  Service  Board,  which  determines  the  policies  of  the  Veterans 
Employment  Service,  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  and  abolish  the 
Board;  and  transfer  the  Federal  Advisory  Council,  created  by  the 
act  which  established  the  United  States  Employment  Service,  to  the 
Department  of  Labor. 

Provisions  of  Reorganization  Plan  No  2 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Section  1.  Bureau  of  Employment  Security. — The  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  including  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  and  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service,  together  with  the  func- 
tions  thereof,  is  transferred  as  an  organization  entity  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 
The  functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Administrator  with  respect  to  employment 
services,  unemployment  compensation,  and  the  Bureau  of  Lmplovment  Security, 
together  with  his  functions  under  the  Federal  Unemployment  I  ax  Act  (as  amended, 
and  as  affected  bv  the  provisions  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1946,  60  Stat. 
1095,  26  U.  S.  C.  1600-11),  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  I  he 
functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  performed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and  control,  by  such  officers, 
agencies,  and  employees  of  the  Department  of  Labor  as  he  shall  designate. 
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Sec.  2.  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board. — The  functions  of  the  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board  under  title  IV  of  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act 
of  1944  (58  Stat.  284,  as  amended;  38  U.  S.  C.  695-695f)  are  transferred  to  and 
shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  The  functions  of  the  Chairman 
of  the  said  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board  are  transferred  to  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  and  shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and 
control,  by  the  Chief  of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service.  The  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board  is  abolished. 

Sec.  3.  Federal  Advisory  Council. — The  Federal  Advisory  Council  established 
pursuant  to  section  11  (a)  of  the  Act  of  June  6,  1933  (48  Stat.  116,  as  amended, 
29  U.  S.  C.  49j  (a)),  is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor  and  shall, 
in  addition  to  its  duties  under  the  aforesaid  Act,  advise  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  with  respect  to  the 
administration  and  coordination  of  the  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions 
of  this  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  4.  Personnel,  records,  ■property,  and  funds. — There  are  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Labor,  for  use  in  connection  with  the  functions  transferred  by  the 
provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan,  the  personnel,  property,  records  and  unex¬ 
pended  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations,  and  other  funds  (available  or  to 
be  made  available)  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  together  with  so  much 
as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  of  other  personnel, 
property,  records  and  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations,  and 
funds  (available  or  to  be  made  available)  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency  which 
relate  to  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan. 

Background 

1.  UNITED  STATES  EMPLOYMENT  SERVICE* 

USES  was  established  in  the  Department  of  Labor  by  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act  of  1933.  It  was  transferred  to  the  Social  Security  Board 
in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  effective 
July  1,  1939.  There  its  functions  were  administered  by  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  in  conjunction  with  its  administration  of  the 
unemployment  compensation  program.  After  war-time  federalization 
of  State  employment  services,  USES  was  transferred  to  the  War 
Manpower  Commission  by  Executive  Order  No.  9247  of  September  17, 
1942.  When  the  War  Manpower  Commission  was  abolished  in  1945, 
USES  was  transferred  back  to  the  Department  of  Labor  by  Executive 
Order  No.  9617  under  title  I  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act.  Public 
Law  646,  second  session,  Eightieth  Congress  (a  supplemental  appro¬ 
priations  act),  retransferred  USES  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
June  16,  1948. 

2.  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION 

State  unemployment  compensation  systems  were  established  by  the 
Social  Security  Act  and  the  Unemployment  Tax  Act  of  1935.  State  op¬ 
erated,  the  respective  State  unemployment  compensation  laws  govern 
coverage,  eligibility,  duration  of  benefits,  rates  levied  on  pay  rolls,  etc. 
The  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  operating  in  a  supervisory  capac¬ 
ity,  allocates  Federal  funds  to  the  States  for  the  administration  of 
the  State  unemployment  compensation  laws. 

Mr.  Oscar  R.  Ewing,  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
in  a  statement  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  (Congressional  Record,  July  18,  1949,  pp.  9806-9811) 
supported  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  (a  reversal  of  his  position  as 
expressed  in  a  letter  dated  December  5,  1947,  to  former  Budget 
Director  James  E.  Webb,  conccTning  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
of  1948  which  would  have  accomplished  the  same  purpose),  but 
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vigorously  opposed  transfer  to  the  Bureau  of  Employees’  Compen¬ 
sation  and  the  Compensation  Appeals  Board  from  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 

The  President,  in  his  message  to  Congress  in  behalf  of  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  stated  that — - 

this  plan  is  a  major  step  in  the  rebuilding  and  strengthening  of  the  Department 
of  Labor,  which  I  am  convinced  is  essential  to  the  sound  and  efficient  organization 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

In  commenting  further  on  this  premise,  the  President  stated: 

One  of  the  major  needs  of  the  executive  branch  is  a  sound  and  effective  organi¬ 
zation  of  labor  functions.  More  than  35  years  ago  the  Federal  Government’s 
labor  functions  were  brought  together  in  the  Department  of  Labor.  In  recent 
years,  however,  the  tendency  has  been  to  disperse  such  functions  throughout  the 
Government.  New  labor  programs  have  been  placed  outside  of  the  Department 
and  some  of  its  most  basic  functions  have  been  transferred  from  the  Department 
o  other  agetncies. 

The  Hoover  Commission,  in  its  report  on  the  Department  of  Labor, 
also  stressed  the  fact  that  the  Department  was  overmanned  at  the 
top  levels  for  the  functions  which  still  remain,  and  that  it  has  lost 
much  of  its  significance.  In  an  effort  to  correct  this  situation,  the 
Commission  indicated  that  it  should  be  given  more  essential  work  to 
do  if  it  is  to  maintain  a  significance  comparable  to  the  other  executive 
departments,  and  in  line  with  this  general  premise,  recommended  the 
transfer  of  various  agencies  and  functions  to  the  Department,  in 
addition  to  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  covered  under  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2.  The  Commission  recommended  transfer 
to  the  Department  of  Labor  of  the  Bureau  of  Employees  Compensa¬ 
tion  and  the  Employees  Compensation  Appeals  Board  from  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  the  determination  of  minimum  wages  for 
seamen  from  the  United  States  Maritime  Commission,  and  that  the 
Selective  Service  System  be  placed  under  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  therefore,  incorporates  only  a  segment 
of  the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission. 

The  Director  of  the  Selective  Service  System,  in  a  letter  to  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  (Congressional  Record,  July  21,  1949,  pp.  10177-10180), 
strongly  opposed  the  proposed  transfer  of  the  Selective  Service  System 
to  the  Department  of  Labor,  contending  that  the  Commission’s  pro¬ 
posal  to  transfer  such  functions  to  the  Department  on  the  ground  that 
it  had  been  “denuded”  of  its  functions  was  untenable  in  that — 

its  responsibility,  given  by  Congress,  to  guard  the  welfare  of  a  segment  of  our 
population  precludes  it  from  assuming  responsibilities  which  involve  the  welfare 
of  other  competing  segments  of  our  population. 

Commenting  on  possible  “bias”  by  the  Department  of  Labor,  which 
was  repeatedly  charged  by  various  witnesses  appearing  before  the 
committee  in  reference  to  the  proposed  administration  of  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security,  General  Hershey  pointed  out  that  the  Hoover 
Commission  task  force  reports  stated  that — 

at  the  present  time  the  purposes  of  the  Department  of  Labor  are  substantially 
the  same  as  the  general  purposes  of  the  labor  unions.  This  situation  is  responsible 
for  the  fact  that  the  Department  of  Labor  is  looked  upon  by  the  citizenry  in 
general  as  the  advocate  of  organized  labor  in  the  Government. 

Maj.  Gen.  Philip  B.  Fleming,  Chairman  of  the  United  .States 
Maritime  Commission,  in  opposing  the  proposed  transfer  of  the  func- 
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tions  relating  to  the  determination  of  minimum  wages  for  seamen  to 
the  Department  of  Labor,  pointed  out  that  the  task  force  report  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  on  Regulatory  Commissions  took  a  position 
in  opposition  to  such  transfer. 

Conformance  With  Recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  conforms  to  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  in  the  following  aspect  only: 

The  Commission  recommended  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  which  includes  the  United  States  Employment  Service 
and  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 

divergence  from  recommendations  of  the  hoover  commission 

The  Commission  did  not  recommend  abolishment  of  the  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board,  but  recommended  merging  of  the  functions 
of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  with  the  employment  service  of 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  of  which  it  is  a  part. 

The  Commission  made  no  recommendation  concerning  the  Federal 
Advisory  Council,  incorporated  in  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  does  not  include  these  further  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission  concerning  the  Department  of  Labor: 

(1)  Transfer  of  Bureau  of  Employees’  Compensation  from  the 
Federal  Security  Agency. 

(2)  Transfer  of  the  Employees’  Compensation  Appeals  Board  from 
the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

(3)  Transfer  of  the  Selective  Service  System,  including  appeals 
boards,  which  is  independent. 

(4)  Transfer  of  the  determinations  of  minimum  wages  for  seamen  on 
privately  operated  vessels  from  the  Maritime  Commission. 

(5)  Focusing  prevailing  wage,  cost  of  living,  and  employment  re¬ 
search  now  conducted  by  several  agencies  in  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics. 

(6)  Determination  of  a  "logical”  division  of  industrial  hygiene  func¬ 
tions  between  labor  and  health  agencies. 

(7)  The  plan  also  makes  no  mention  of  a  Commission  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  concentrating  enforcement  of  labor  standards  upon  Govern¬ 
ment  contracts  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Hearings 

Hearings  on  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  were  held  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments  on  July 
25,  26,  27,  and  28,  1949.  Twenty-four  witnesses  testified  upon  the 
plan  as  follows: 

WITNESSES  FOR  THE  PLAN 

Frank  Pace,  Jr.,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  Washington, 
D.  C. 

Oscar  R.  Ewing,  Federal  Security  Administrator,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Hon.  Maurice  J.  Tobin,  Secretary  of  Labor;  accompanied  by 
Michael  J.  Galvin,  LTnder  Secretary  of  Labor;  William  S.  Tyson, 
Solicitor,  Department  of  Labor. 
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Brig.  Gen.  John  Thomas  Taylor,  director,  national  legislative 
committee,  and  John  Lewis  Smith,  vice  chairman,  national  economic 
commission,  the  American  Legion,  Washington,  D.  C. 

James  H.  Ro  we,  Jr.,  attorney  at  law,  Corcoran,  Youugman  &  Rowe, 
Washington,  D.  C.;  member,  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government. 

Robert  C.  Goodwin,  director,  Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
Social  Security  Administration.  Federal  Security  Agency,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C. 

Charles  Sattler,  labor  commissioner,  West  Virginia,  and  president, 
International  Association  of  Governmental  Labor  Officials. 

Omar  Ketchum,  director,  legislative  service,  Veterans  of  Foreign 
Wars,  Washington,  D.  C. 

WITNESSES  AGAINST  THE  PLAN 

A.  R.  Findley,  vice  president  of  Wieboldt  Stores,  Inc.,  Chicago, 
Ill.,  and  chairman  of  the  social  security  ■committee  for  the  National 
Retail  Dry  Goods  Association,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Walter  J.  Mackey,  representing  the  Ohio  Manufacturers’  Associa¬ 
tion,  Columbus,  Ohio. 

James  L.  Donnelly,  executive  vice  president,  Illinois  Manufacturers’ 
Association,  Chicago,  Ill. 

Voyta  Wrobetz,  chairman,  industrial  commission,  State  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin,  Madison,  Wis. 

Robert  E.  Hatton,  chairman,  unemployment  compensation  advisory 
committee,  department  of  economic  security,  State  of  Kentucky. 

Dwight  Horton,  member,  Texas  Employment  Commission. 

B.  A.  Krawczyk,  attorney  at  law;- supervisor,  compensation  depart¬ 
ment,  Allis-Chalmers  Manufacturing  Co.,  Milwaukee,  Wis. 

P.  M.  Russell,  chairman,  social  security  committee,  New  Jersey 
State  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Robert  B.  Martin,  social  security  committee,  Illinois  State  Chamber 
of  Commerce,  Chicago,  Ill.;  treasurer,  Kable  News  Co.,  Mount 
Morris,  Ill. 

R.  K.  Argo,  member,  committee  on  social  security,  Chamber  of 
Commerce  of  the  United  States;  personnel  director,  Alabama  Mills, 

lnc. ,  Birmingham,  Ala. 

Rudolf  F.  Vogeler,  manager,  industrial  council,  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce  of  Philadelphia. 

Raymond  C.  Smith,  director,  Michigan  Manufacturers’  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Compensation  Bureau,  Inc.,  Detroit,  Mich. 

Alan  Williamson,  commissioner  and  counsel,  employment  security 
department,  State  of  South  Dakota. 

Paul  W.  Kerr,  member,  board  of  directors,  Indiana  State  Chamber 
of  Commerce;  president,  Henry  Weis  Manufacturing-  Co.,  Elkhart, 

lnd. 

Herschel  Atkinson,  executive  vice  president,  Ohio  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  Columbus,  Ohio;  chairman,  social  security  commission, 
Council  of  State  Chambers  of  Commerce. 

Kenneth  C.  Patty,  assistant  attorney  general,  State  of  Virginia, 
Richmond,  Va. 

In  addition,  a  total  of  347  letters,  telegrams,  and  statements  con¬ 
cerning  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  were  received  by  the  committee. 
Of  these,  9  endorsed  the  plan  and  338  opposed  the  plan. 
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Testimony  in  Support  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 

There  was  general  agreement  on  the  part  of  all  witnesses,  both  for 
and  against  the  plan,  that  the  United  States  Employment  Service 
and  the  Unemployment  Compensation  Service,  which  are  the  major 
components  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  should  continue 
to  be  operated  in  conjunction  with  each  other,  regardless  of  any  action 
taken  on  the  plan. 

Testimony  in  support  of  the  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor  was  predicated  upon  several 
factors.  Chief  among  them  was  that  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  by  major  purpose  should  be  a  component  of  the  Department 
of  Labor  under  the  basic  statutory  authority  which  established  the 
Department,  viz. : 

*  *  *  the  purpose  of  the  Department  of  Labor  shall  be  to  foster,  promote 

and  develop  the  welfare  of  the  wage  earners  of  the  United  States  *  *  *  and 

to  advance  their  onportunities  for  profitable  employment. 

It  was  held  that  the  Unemployment  Compensation  Service  is  not 
a  grants-in-aid  program  comparable  to  the  various  grants-in-aid 
programs  now  operated  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency  and  that  its 
transfer  to  the  Department  of  Labor  would  not  result  in  a  “splinter¬ 
ing”  of  the  Federal  Government’s  major  grants-in-aid  programs 
to  the  States,  and  therefore  that  the  theory  that  all  grants-in-aid 
programs  should  be  brought  together  is  not  a  tenable  argument  against 
the  plan. 

Witnesses  emphasized  that  the  recommendation  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  was 
unanimous  (with  certain  general  reservations  concerning  all  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission)  in  support  of  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2.  In  testifying  upon  the  “experience  rating  system”  of  the 
Unemployment  Compensation  Service,  a  point  of  vigorous  contention 
throughout  the  hearings,  Secretary  of  Labor  Tobin  stated  that  the 
Department  of  Labor’s  position  on  retention  or  abolition  of  the  system 
had  not  been  determined,  but  declared  that  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  had  advocated  abolition  of  the  System.  The  Secretary 
insisted  that  administration  of  the  System  by  the  Department  of 
Labor  by  statute  would  be  governed  directly  by  regulations  pertaining 
to  the  operations  of  the  system,  and  that  any  change  in  its  operations 
would  be  a  matter  for  decision  by  the  Congress,  not  the  Department 
nor  the  Service. 

As  to  the  matter  of  bias  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  the 
Secretary  stated  that  administration  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  “is  and  must  be  governed  solely  by  provisions  of  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act,  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act,  the  Social  Security 
Act,  and  the  Unemployment  Tax  Act.”  He  declared  that  excellent 
cooperation  had  been  obtained  between  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
^employers,  stating  that  during  the  24  years  the  Employment  Service 
was  in  the  Department,  employers  used  it  on  a  constantly  increasing 
scale,  and  that  from  1945  to  1948,  employers  used  the  Service  more  than 
in  any  other  peacetime  year  since  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  was  enacted 
in  1933.  “This,”  the  Secretary  stated,  “is  a  complete  refutation  of 
the  specious  allegation  that  employers  will  not  use  the  Employment 
Service  in  the  Department  of  Labor.” 
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Secretary  Tobin  testified  that  the  proposed  transfer  would  not  add 
additional  costs,  emphasized  the  interdependence  of  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  and  other  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Labor,  such  as  the  Bureau  of  Apprentice  Training,  the  Wage  and 
Hour  Division,  the  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reemployment  Rights,  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  Hie  Women’s  Bureau,  etc.,  and  that  the 
functions  of  the  Bureau  related  primarily  to  employment,  and  not  to 
functions  of  welfare,  health,  or  education. 

Other  witnesses  who  endorsed  the  plan  supplemented  the  Secretary 
of  Labor’s  testimony.  Resolutions  favoring  adoption  of  the  plan 
were  submitted  to  the  American  Legion,  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars, 
American  Federation  of  Labor,  and  Congress  of  Industrial  Organiza¬ 
tions,  among  others. 

Testimony  in  Opposition  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 

Testimony  in  opposition  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  involved 
several  issues,  but  was  concerned  chiefly  with  widespread  employer 
distrust  of  the  ability  of  the  Department  of  Labor  to  operate  either 
the  United  States  Employment  Service  or  the  Employment  Compen¬ 
sation  Service  on  an  impartial  public-service  basis. 

Interpreting  the  basic  statute  which  established  the  Department  of 
Labor  as  a  mandate  in  the  interests  of  one  segment  of  the  population 
only,  opponents  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  vigorously  charged  the 
Department  with  flagrant  bias,  pointed  out  that  major  labor  organiza¬ 
tions  not  only  were  represented  at  but  dominated  its  top  organization 
level,  and  expressed  fear  that  employers  would  refuse  to  use  the  facili¬ 
ties  of  the  Employment  Service  if  it  were  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  Witnesses  further  alleged  that  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor  would  result  in  even¬ 
tual  abolition  of  the  efficiency  rating  system,  under  which  formulas 
employers  may  obtain  reduction  in  their  unemployment  compensation 
tax  rates  if  they  achieve  consistent  employment  records,  pointing  to 
the  opposition  of  the  Thirteenth  Annual  Conference  of  Labor  Officials 
in  1946,  sponsored  by  the  Department  of  Labor,  which  adopted  a 
resolution  recommending  that  the  experience  rating  provisions  be 
removed  from  State  unemployment  lawTs,  and  the  consistent  opposi¬ 
tion  of  labor  organizations  to  the  system  since. 

Expressing  agreement  with  the  principle  that  the  function  of  obtain¬ 
ing  employment  and  paying  unemployment  benefits  should  be  con¬ 
solidated  in  the  same  department  of  government,  opposing  witnesses 
emphasized  the  affinity  of  unemployment  benefits  to  other  Federal 
security  programs  now  operated  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  re¬ 
ferring  to  President  Roosevelt’s  message  when  he  transmitted  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  1  of  1939,  which  established  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Agency,  to  the  Congress : 

I  find  it  necessary  to  group  in  a  Federal  Security  Agency  those  agencies  of  gov¬ 
ernment,  the  major  purposes  of  which  are  to  promote  social  and  economic  secu¬ 
rity.  *  *  * 

It  was  further  pointed  out  that  separation  of  the  two  functions  in  the 
past  had  resulted  in  confusion,  duplication  and  inefficiency  and  that 
the  Congress  had  refused  in  1947  (Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1947, 
which  was  rejected)  to  separate  them,  and  again  in  1948  (Reorganiza- 


8 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2  OF  1949 


tion  Plan  No.  1  of  1948,  which  also  was  rejected)  to  transfer  both  of 
them  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 

The  facts  that  (A)  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  does  not  embody  all 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  concerning  the  Department  of  Labor,  and  (B)  that  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  task  force,  the  Brookings  Institution,  which  conducted  a 
study  of  the  problem,  failed  to  take  a  position  on  the  matter,  because 

its  nature  precludes  its  settlement  on  a  purely  factual  basis”  were 
stressed  in  opposition  to  the  plan.  The  statement  of  the  Brookings 
Institution  follows: 

The  nature  of  this  issue  regarding  the  proper  location  of  the  Federal  agency 
admimstermg  the  Employment  Service  and  Unemployment  Compensation  pre¬ 
cludes  its  settlement  on  a  purely  factual  basis,  and  in  ithe  last  analysis  this  iud°-- 
ment.  must  be  exercised  by  the  duly  elected  representatives  of  the' people.  The 
.Brookings  Institution  is  not  submitting  any  formal  recommendations  on  the 
subject  because  detailed  facts  alone  do  not  determine  the  issue  (task  force  report 
on  Public  Welfare,  appendix).  1  ■ 

The  importance  of  retention  of  the  Employment  Service  in  a 
“neutral”  agency  was  emphasized  by  various  witnesses  who  charged 
that  placement  of  the  Service  in  the  Department  of  Labor  would 
‘reduce  its  usefulness”  to  most  of  the  4,000,000  business  establish¬ 
ments  in  the  United  States. 

It  was  pointed  out  that  the  United  States  Employment  Service  does 
not  “create”  jobs,  that  it  is  the  Nation’s  employers  who  have  the 
jobs  to  give,  and  that  it  is  in  the  workers’  interest  that  the  employers 
have  implicit  confidence  in  and  make  use  of  the  Employment  Service 
to  recruit  workers. 

•v-r^neSSes  charg.ed  committee  and  the  Congress  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  maintaining  an  effective  employment  service  closely  inte¬ 
grated  with  the  payment  of  unemployment  benefits — rather  than  the 
responsibility  of  ‘  building  up”  the  Department  of  Labor  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  President  and  the  Hoover  Commission. 

Contending  that  “a  Department  of  Labor  influenced  by  labor  lead¬ 
ers  is  likely  to  continue  to  be  opposed”  to  the  experience  rating  formu¬ 
las  in  State  unemployment  compensation  systems,  witnesses  recom¬ 
mended  retention  of  the  system  as  a  significant  function  which  gives 
the  employers  “a  concrete,  tangible,  additional  stimulus  to  provide 
regular,  steady  jobs.” 

W  itnesses  in  opposition  charged  no  proof  had  been  presented  that 
the  proposed  transfer  would  achieve  efficiency  or  economy,  but  pro¬ 
tested  that  it  would  result  in  an  increased  cost  burden  upon  the  tax¬ 
payer,  chiefly  because  additional  regional  offices  would  have  to  be 
established,  or  present  regional  offices  expanded,  by  the  Department 
of  Labor  to  operate  the  functions  involved. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949  Should  Be  Disapproved 

A  majority  of  the  committee,  after  carefully  considering  the  testi¬ 
mony  submitted  at  the  hearings  and  reviewing  the  legislative  history 
of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  is  convinced  that  the  retention 
of  the  service  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  will  better  insure  its 
operation  on  a  fair  and  impartial  basis,  and  that  the  best  interests  of 
all  elements  involved  will  be  more  fully  protected  under  such  agency. 
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After  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  presented,  the  majority  of 
the  committee  also  finds  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  offers  no 
assurances  of  increased  efficiency  nor  any  prospect  of  effecting  econo¬ 
mies  in  administration.  Rather  a  majority  of  the  committee  is  of 
the  opinion  that  such  transfer  would  probably  result  in  increased 
administrative  cost  and  require  the  establishment  of  additional  field 
offices  with  necessary  operating  personnel. 

The  committee,  therefore,  recommends  that  Senate  Joint  Resolution 
151,  providing  that  the  Senate  does  not  favor  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2,  be  adopted  by  the  Senate. 


SIst  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  856 

S.  RES.  151 

[Report  No.  852] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  5  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 

Mr.  McClellan  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Mundt)  submitted  the  following  reso¬ 
lution;  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments 

August  8  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Reported  by  Mr.  McClellan,  without  amendment 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor  the  Peorgan- 

2  ization  Plan  Numbered  2  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

3  President  on  June  20,  1949. 
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id  Abraham  A.  Ribicoff,  Democrat, 
inecticut,  all  members  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  favoring 
the  Ration  by  the  non-European  free 
countries  and  the  free  peoples  of  the  Far 
East  of  ii  joint  organization,  consistent 
with  thelsjiarter  of  the  United  Nations, 
to  establish  ,  a  program  of  self  help  and 
mutual  cooperation  for  that  area  and 
also  favoring  assistance  by  the  United 
States  to  the  freVcountries  and  free  peo¬ 
ples  of  the  Far  East  through  such  an 
organization.  \ 

This  resolution  represents  the  views  of 
its  sponsors  that  broati-scale  economic 
and  social  development  and  improve¬ 
ment  in  the  Far  East  will  he  the  greatest 
barrier  to  the  spread  of  cormnunism  into 
southeast  Asia  and  the  island\of  the  Pa¬ 
cific. 

The  resolution  is  a  direct  resfonse  to 
the  suggestions  implicit  in  the  conference 
of  Asiatic  and  Pacific  States  to  \pn- 
sider  the  Indonesian  question  calledNjy 
Prime  Minister  Jawaharla  Nehru, 
the  Government  of  India,  in  January' 
1949  and  the  address  of  President  Quir- 
ino,  of  the  Philippine  Republic,  to  the 
congress  on  Wednesday  in  which  he 
urged  the  free  countries  of  southeast 
Asia  and  the  Pacific  to  start  the  move¬ 
ment  for  closer  cooperation  in  further¬ 
ance  of  their  common  interests.  Presi¬ 
dent  Quirino  emphasized  his  feeling  that 
the  free  countries  of  Asia  still  had  to  halt 
the  advances  of  communism  by  non¬ 
military  means.  He  added,  “Our  prob¬ 
lem  is  therefore  basically  economic.” 

The  policy  upon  which  the  European 
recovery  program  is  based  has  been 
proved  by  time  and  by  experience  to  be 
the  most  enlightened  development  in 
American  foreign  policy  since  the  Mon¬ 
roe  Doctrine.  It  is  based  upon  a  com¬ 
pletely  new  philosophy,  the  direct  an¬ 
tithesis  of  imperialism  by  colonization  or 
trade,  practiced  right  up  to  the  first 
World  War  by  the  nations  which  from 
time  to  time  held  the  world  leadership 
the  United  States  now  enjoys.  The 
policy  of  the  European  recovery  program 
and  the  policy  of  a  far  eastern  coopera¬ 
tion  which  the  sponsors  of  this  resolution 
propose  is  a  policy  neither  of  political  or 
economic  domination  or  control  but  a/ 
policy  of  so  improving  the  well-being  of 
peoples  that  they  will  choose  to  fight  -for 
freedom  of  their  own  free  will;  as  w^  are 
confident  that  this  is  the  inevitabfe  re¬ 
sponse  of  men  and  women  with  free 
minds. 

This  resolution  follows  alsofhe  pattern 
of  the  Harvard  speech  rn^de  in  June 
1947  by  the  then  Secretarwof  State,  Gen¬ 
eral  Marshall,  inviting Ahe  nations  of 
Europe  to  organize  themselves  for  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  self  help  apd  mutual  coopera¬ 
tion  which  resulted/in  the  Organization 
for  European  Economic  Cooperation 
(OEEC)  which  ki  turn  made  the  Euro¬ 
pean  recovery/ program  possible.  The 
sponsors  of  tjfis  resolution  believe  that  a 
similar  pattern  should  be  followed  and 
that  by  th/adoption  of  this  resolution  the 
same  kind  of  invitation  will  be  extended 
to  the  free  peoples  of  the  Far  East  as  was 
extended  by  General  Marshall  to  the  free 
peoples  of  Europe.  It  is  noteworthy 
ajft)  that  one  of  the  greatest  develop- 
rents  in  world  policy — the  establish¬ 


ment  of  the  United  Nations — had  its 
origins  in  a  similar  resolution,  the  Ful- 
bright  resolution  passed  by  the  Congress 
in  1943.  This  resolution  will  be  a  means 
by  which  the  influence  of  the  United 
Nations  may  be  strengthened  and  its 
purposes  furthered  in  the  Far  East  area. 

The  text  of  the  resolution  follows : 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring),  That  the  Congress 
hereby  expresses  itself  as  favoring  the  crea¬ 
tion  by  the  non-Europeon  free  countries  and 
the  free  peoples  of  the  Par  East  of  a  joint 
organization,  consistent  with  the  Charter  of 
the  United  Nations,  to  establish  a  program 
of  self  help  and  mutual  cooperation  designed 
to  develop'  their  economic  and  social  well¬ 
being,  to  safeguard  basic  rights  and  liberties 
and  to  protect  their  security  and  independ¬ 
ence,  and  as  favoring  assistance  by  the 
United  States  to  the  free  countries  and  free 
peoples  of  the  Par  East  through  such  an 
organization. 

COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING  AND  CURRENCY 

Mr.  SPENCE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency  may  have  per¬ 
mission  to  sit  this  afternoon  during  gen- 
ral  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objectic 
to  \he  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky? 

There  was  no  objection? 

[TENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON  asked' and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  ,nis  remarks 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record  and  in¬ 
clude  an  article  appearing  in  the  New 
York  Herald  TriVtne  oft  Saturday,  Au¬ 
gust  4, 1949,  entitle^ “your  Students  Dis¬ 
cover  the  South.” 

Mr.  CARNAHAN/asXbd  and  was  given 
permission  to  ext/nd  hX  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  a  newspaper  article. 

Mr.  VURSELL  asked  af\d  was  given 
permission  tp extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  DJNGELL  asked  and  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarkXin  the 
Record  and  include  an  article  appearing 
in  the  Washington  Star  of  August 
fr.  SMATHERS  asked  and  was  giv> 
Emission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  th^ 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  KENNEDY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Howell)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  FURCOLO  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  in  two  instances  and  include  a 
newspaper  article. 

Mr.  GORDON  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Price)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  in  the  Record  and  include 
a  letter  from  the  Polish  Falcon  Organi¬ 
zation. 

SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  BIEMILLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  on  to¬ 
morrow  for  15  minutes,  following  dispo¬ 
sition  of  matters  on  the  Speaker’s  desk 
and  at  the  conclusion  of  any  special 
orders  heretofore  entered. 

RUTH  BANKHEAD 

Mr.  STANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  House 
Resolution  317  on  page  1,  the  name 
Amoretta  is  incorrectly  spelled.  The 
last  letter  in  the  name  should  be  changed 
from  “a”  to  “e.”  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 


ic  sciijricma 

objection. 


sent  that  the  resolution  may  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  /rom 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THjS  HOUSE 

Mr.  McMILLAN  of  Soutfi  Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
address  the  House  for  1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  Uiere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  genjtfeman  from  South 
Carolina? 

There  was  no 

PLAYGROUNDS,  /OOLS,  AND  PARKS  IN 
THE  DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA 

Mr.  McMILLAN  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  today  introducing  a 
resolutions  having  for  its  purpose  giving 
to  the  District  Commissioners  full  juris¬ 
diction1^  over  the  playgrounds,  pools, 
and  rfarks  within  the  borders  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia.  For  the  past  several 
^eks  we  have  witnessed  a  situation  that 
fre  should  not  be  faced  with  here  in  the 
'  Nation’s  Capital.  Somebody  should  have 
authority  to  settle  these  matters  expe¬ 
ditiously  without  closing  the  pools  for 
several  months  during  the  hottest 
weather  we  have  had  in  Washington  in 
years.  I  hope  that  the  Members  of  this 
House  will  vote  for  this  resolution  when 
it  is  called  before  the  House. 

EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

Mr.  STEED  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  HARVEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  KEATING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  three  editorials  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  subject  Excise  Taxes  Are 
Causing  Unemployment. 

Mr.  POULSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  in  two  instances  and  include 
editorials. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re- 
,  marks  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  SADLAK  asked  and  was  given  per- 
tasion  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
RiXprd  and  include  an  editorial. 

WOLVERTON  asked  and  was 
given \ermission  to  extend  his  remarks 
in  the  Record  and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  LBMKE  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gross)  wait  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarksSh  the  Record  in  three  in¬ 
stances  and  include  newspaper  articles 
in  each. 

Mr.  DONOHUSk  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  the 
Record  and  includeNextraneous  matter. 

Mr.  WALSH  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  Remarks  in  the 
Record  and  include  an  article. 

SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  th\  special 
orders  granted  me  today  and  totporrow 
be  canceled,  and  that  I  may  have  permis¬ 
sion  to  address  the  House  for  30  minutes 
on  Tuesday  next  after  the  disposition 
of  legislative  matters  and  other  special 
orders  heretofore  entered. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
'the  request  of  the  gentleman  frclm 
Michigan?  / 

\There  was  no  objection.  / 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  REES.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  upani- 
moas  consent  to  address  the  House  for 

I  mmute.  / 

Tnte  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  Request  of  the  gentlemafi  from 
KansA?  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 

TITLE  i\aND  TITLE  II  OF  THE*  HOUSING 
'ACT  SHOULD  BE  EXTENDED 

Mr.  RRES.  Mr.  Speaker, /i  have  to¬ 
day  introduced  legislation  te  extend  the 
time  during  which  loans  may  be  made 
under  the  provisions  of  tijfte  I  and  title 

II  of  the  ^National  Housing  Act,  as 
amended.  Unless  this  lsjy  is  extended, 
all  rights  umder  these /titles  will  be¬ 
come  inoperative  after  August  31,  which 
is  less  Than  3v  weeks  a/vay.  The  bill  I 
have  submitted  will  continue  the  pres¬ 
ent  provisions  af  titlqr  I  and  title  II  of, 
the  Housing  ActXunt u  January  15,  1951., 

Mr.  Speaker,  iA  is  tny  contention  that 
it  is  a  much  soukd/r  policy  and  is  for 
the  best  interests  ¥er  the  occupant  of  a 
home  to  give  him Ja  chance  to  buy  his 
own  home,  rather  /l\an  be  a  renter  in  so- 
called  Governmei/t  housing.  This  pro¬ 
gram  has  workecy  well  in  the  past  and  in: 
nearly  all  cases  has\been  most  satis¬ 
factory.  It  ha a  operated  at  very  little 
cost  to  the  Go/ernmenfc,  except  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  admmistratioil  It  is  interest¬ 
ing  to  observe  that  uitoer  title  I  and 
title  II  of  the/National  Hausing  Act  from 
1941  to  August  this  yeVr  more  than 
1,700,000  commitments  forView  dwellings 
have  been  approved.  This  legislation  will 
continue  me  opportunity  ror  people  to 
buy  and  gay  for  their  homeV  while  they 
use  them j  It  will  continue  t®  help  solve 
the  housing  shortage  in  this  country. 

I  hope  ye  may  be  able  to  secure  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  this  legislation  beforeVCongress 
adjourps.  \ 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THe\  HOUSE 

Mi/  JENNINGS.  Mr.  SpeakeA  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  thejHouse 
for  f  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  my 
remarks.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Tren- 
njessee?  \ 

i  There  was  no  objection.  \  ] 

(  [Mr.  JENNINGS  addressed  the  Hcus^; 
His  remarks  appear  in  the  Appendix  off 

t.nria.v’.g  -R.ir.rnRn  1  .  .  .1. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2  OF  1949 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  House  Resolution  301,  disapproving  of 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949;  and 
pending  that  motion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  debate  on  the 
resolution  may  continue  not  to  exceed  3 
hours;  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hoffman!  and  myself. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 


There  was  no  objection. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  House  Resolution  301,  with 
Mr.  Madden  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  resolution  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments,  to  which  was  referred  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  Res.  301)  disapproving  of  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  having 
considered  the  same,  reports  unfavor¬ 
ably  thereon  without  amendment  and 
recommends  that  the  resolution  do  not 
pass. 

The  purpose  of  House  Resolution  301 
is  to  express  disapproval  of  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  and  the  effect  of 
the  adoption  of  this  resolution  by  the 
Congress  will  be  to  prevent  such  plan 
from  coming  into  force  and  effect  on 
August  19,  1949. 

The  purpose  and  the  effect  of  the  reor¬ 
ganization  plan,  in  the  absence  of  a  dis¬ 
approval  by  a  House  resolution,  are  set 
forth  in  the  plan  in  the  following  words 
and  figures.  I  think  first  we  ought  to 
know  exactly  what  is  in  plan  No.  2: 

Section  1.  Bureau  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity:  The  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
of  the  Federal  Security  -  Agency,  including 
the  United  States  Employment  Service  and 
the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  functions  thereof,  is  trans¬ 
ferred  as  an  organizational  entity  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  The  functions  of  the 
■Federal  Security  Administrator  with  respect 
to  employment  services,  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation,  and  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security,  together  with  his  functions  under 
the  Federal  Unemployment  Tax  Act  (as 
amended,  and  as  affected  by  the  provisions 
of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1946  (60 
Stat.  1095,  26  U.  S.  C.  1600-11) ,  are  transferred 
to  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  The  functions 
transferred  by  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
or,  subject  to  his  direction  and  control,  by 
such  officers,  agencies,  and  employees  of 
the  Department  of  Labor  as  he  shall  desig¬ 
nate. 

Sec.  2.  Veterans’  Placement  Service 
Board. — The  functions  of  the  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board  under  title  IV  of 
the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944 
(58  Stat.  284,  as  amended;  38  U.  S.  C.  695- 
695f)  are  transferred  to  and  shall  be  per¬ 
formed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  The  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Chairman  of  the  said  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board  are  transferred  to 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  shall  be  per¬ 
formed  by  the  Secretary  or,  subject  to  his 
direction  and  control,  by  the  Chief  of  the 
Veterans’  Employment  Service.  The  Vet¬ 
erans’  Placement  Service  Board  is  abolished. 

Sec.  3.  Federal  Advisory  Council:  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Advisory  Council  established  pursuant 
to  section  11  (a)  of  the  act  of  June  6,  1933 
(48  Stat.  116,  as  amended,  29  U.  S.  C.  49j 
(a)),  is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  and  shall  in  addition  to  its 
duties  under  the  aforesaid  act,  advise  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  Director  of  the 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  with 
respect  to  the  administration  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  the  functions  transferred  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  reorganization  plan. 

Sec.  4.  Personnel,  records,  property,  and 
funds:  There  are  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 


ment  of  Labor,  for  use  in  connection  with 
the  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions 
of  this  reorganization  plan,  the  personnel, 
property,  records,  and  unexpended  balances 
of  appropriations,  allocations,  and  other 
funds  (available  or  to  be  made  available)  of 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  to¬ 
gether  with  so  much  as  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  of 
other  personnel,  property,  records,  and  un¬ 
expended  balances  of  appropriations,  allo¬ 
cations,  and  funds  (available  or  to  be  made 
available)  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
which  relate  to  functions  transferred  by  the 
provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan. 

When  this  petition  or  resolution  of 
rejection  came  to  us  we  held  ample  hear¬ 
ings  upon  the  subject.  We  listened  to 
witnesses.  We  received  telegrams,  which 
have  been  printed  in  the  Record.  I  sent 
to  every  Member  of  the  Congress  a  copy 
of  our  report  and  a  copy  of  the  hearings 
held  by  our  committee  in  order  that  each 
Member  might  acquaint  himself  with 
just  what  went  on  and  so  that  he  might 
know  of  his  own  knowledge  what  was 
said  there.  The  effect  of  this  plan  would 
be  to  destroy  part  of  the  work  of  the  so- 
called  Hoover  Commission.  This  is  the 
first  attack  on  it.  I  think  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  Congress  is  proud  of  the  work 
which  was  done  by  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion.  For  2  years  they  sat,  a  nonpartisan 
commission,  on  which  there  were  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  this  body;  one,  the  very  able 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  and 
the  other,  the  very  able  ex-Member  of 
this  body,  Mr.  Manasco. 

Every  provision  set  out  in  plan  No.  2 
had  the  unanimous  approval  of  that 
Commission.  There  are  some  recom¬ 
mendations  that  are  not  in  the  plan  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  Department  of  Labor,  and  in 
most  instances  those  did  not  have  the 
unanimous  consent  of  the  Commission. 
Objection  was  raised  because  there  were 
not  contained  in  plan  No.  2  all  of  the 
provisions  set  out  by  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  relative  to  the  Department  of 
Labor.  But  you  can  appreciate  that  in 
its  efforts  to  undo  what  was  done,  every¬ 
thing  recommended  by  them  cannot  be 
done  at  one  time.  These  functions  were 
not  taken  from  the  Department  at  one 
fell  stroke,  and  neither  can  they  be 
placed  back  at  one  fell  stroke  without 
disrupting  the  activity  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  So  the  proper  time  for  trans¬ 
ferring  the  functions  must  be  chosen. 
That  the  President  chose  well  in  this  re¬ 
spect  in  sending  down  plan  No.  2,  is  borne 
out  by  Mr.  Hoover  himself  who  said  that 
plan  No.  2  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction 
and  carries  with  it  the  purposes  outlined 
in  the  work  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
and  that  it  has  his  support.  So,  when 
we  say  that  this  is  not  the  full  plan  of  the 
Hoover  Commission,  when  we  look  at  the 
fact  that  Mr.  Hoover  is  one  of  the  two 
men  who  has  had  experience  in  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  department  and  who  can  tell 
probably  better  than  any  living  man 
except  one,  and  that  is  your  present 
President,  from  actual  experience  when 
is  the  proper  time  that  these  functions 
should  be  transferred  back;  then  if  we 
are  going  along  with  experience  and  if 
we  are  going  along  with  a  study  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  body  we  must  support 
the  President’s  plan  No.  2  as  sent  to  us. 

I  think  we  all  appreciate  that  there  is 
throughout  this  Nation  a  widespread 
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sentiment  in  favor  of  the  reorganization 
of  the  executive  departments.  I  think 
we  can  all  appreciate  how  much  time 
has  been  spent  on  the  floor  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  by  the  Members  of  Congress  in 
discussing  the  various  bureaus  and  the 
overlapping  functions  and  overlapping 
activities  within  our  executive  depart¬ 
ment,  with  all  its  attendant  high  costs. 
They  even  counted  the  number  of 
bureaus.  I  heard  one  of  our  Members 
get  up  and,  without  even  referring  to  the 
notes  that  he  always  carries  in  his 
pocket,  state  just  how  many  bureaus  we 
have  and  just  how  many  overlapping 
agencies  we  have.  The  purpose  of  the 
reorganization  plan  is  to  cut  down  the 
number  of  bureaus. 

The  purpose  of  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  is  to  put  functions  where  they  be¬ 
long  and  put  activities  where  they  be¬ 
long,  thereby  grouping  in  the  proper  de¬ 
partment  kindred  activities  and  kindred 
functions. 

This  is  certainly  a  step  in  that  direc¬ 
tion.  I  think  we  would  all  regret  very 
much  if  this  plan  No.  2  should  be  de¬ 
feated.  I  think  it  would  be  a  set-back 
in  the  program  that  this  Congress  set 
out  at  the  beginning  of  this  year,  to  wit — 
the  reorganization  of  the  executive  de¬ 
partments. 

I  take  pardonable  pride,  as  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  in  the  work  this 
committee  has  done  in  trying  to  bring 
about  efficiency  and  economy  in  govern¬ 
ment.  It  was  this  committee  which  at 
the  beginning  of  the  year  passed  through 
this  House  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1949,  that  was  to  give  the  President  the 
power  to  do  this  very  thing;  that  was  to 
give  the  President  the  power  to  do  the 
thing  which  Members  of  Congress  said 
that  Congress  would  never  do  if  it  were 
left  to  them.  Then,  as  soon  as  steps 
are  taken,  we  find  objections  from  those 
who  seem  to  have  an  interest,  because 
I  noticed  at  the  hearings  that  most  of 
the  objections  came  from  certain  groups 
and  those  same  groups  had  gone  on  rec¬ 
ord  as  unanimously  approving  and  en¬ 
dorsing  the  Hoover  Commission  report. 
It  was  indeed  interesting  to  see  how  they 
would  wiggle  and  try  to  get  out  of  the 
position  in  which  they  found  themselves 
when  they  found  themselves  coming  in 
to  testify  against  the  very  thing  that  the 
organizations  to  which  they  belonged  had 
wholeheartedly  approved,  if  we  can  be¬ 
lieve  what  our  newspapers  say. 

So  I  say  to  you,  I  think  this  resolution 
301  should  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dawson] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  (After  counting.)  Evidently  no 
quorum  is  present. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  175] 

Anderson,  Calif. Bland  Buckley,  Ill. 

Auchlncloss  Bolling  Bulwinkle 

Baring  Bolton,  Ohio  Burleson 

Barrett,  Pa.  Boykin  Cavalcante 

Eentsen  Breen  Clevenger 


Cole,  N.  Y. 

Kirwan 

Ramsay 

Coudert 

Lind 

Reed,  Ill. 

Dague 

Lyle 

Rich 

Davies,  N.  Y. 

McGregor 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Macy 

Sadowski 

Eaton 

Mason 

St.  George 

Fellows 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Secrest 

Furcolo 

Morrison 

Sikes 

Gilmer 

Morton 

Smith,  Ohio 

Gordon 

Nelson 

Teague 

Granger 

Norton 

Thomas,  N.  J. 

Green 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

Thomas,  Tex. 

Gregory 

Pfeifer, 

Vinson 

Hebert 

Joseph  L. 

Vursell 

Hinshaw 

Pfeiffer, 

Wadsworth 

Javits 

William  L. 

Welch,  Calif. 

Johnson 

Plumley 

Wigglesworth 

Jonas 

Potter 

Withrow 

Kennedy 

Poulson 

Woodhouse 

Kilday 

Powell 

Zablocki 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Madden,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration 
House  Resolution  301,  and  finding  itself 
without  a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the 
roll  to  be  called,  when  359  Members  re¬ 
sponded  to  their  names,  a  quorum,  and 
he  submitted  herewith  the  names  of  the 
absentees  to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hoffman], 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Keefe], 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
spent  a  number  of  years  of  my  legisla¬ 
tive  experience  dealing  with  the  very 
problem  that  is  involved  in  the  resolu¬ 
tion  now  before  us. 

I  think  it  would  be  well  at  the  outset 
of  the  consideration  of  this  resolution 
to  acquaint  ourselves  with  just  exactly 
what  the  problem  is. 

Let  us  go  back  a  little  into  the  history 
of  the  situation. 

I  know  full  well  that  the  great  ex- 
President,  who  addressed  the  Nation  last 
night  in  such  clear  tones,  headed  the 
Commission  that  makes  the  recommen¬ 
dation  for  the  transfer  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  and  the  employment 
services  from  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  I 
know  that  there  are  many  Members  of 
this  Congress  who  will  say  without 
further  study  of  the  situation: 

This  being  a  report  from  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission,  it  should  be  accepted  without  chal¬ 
lenge  or  question. 

I  am  glad  to  know  that  the  Members 
of  Congress  have  at  long  last  come  to 
recognize  and  have  some  confidence  in 
the  word  of  that  great  American  and 
his  recommendations.  I  have  heard 
many  of  the  people  who  will  take  the 
floor  and  speak  against  this  resolution, 
every  time  opportunity  presented  itself, 
castigate  and  defame  Mr.  Hoover.  I 
want  my  position  very  clearly  under¬ 
stood. 

There  are  over  300  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission,  of  which  this 
is  a  very,  very  minor  part.  As  I  have 
studied  these  recommendations,  I  am 
supporting  practically  all  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  that  Commission. 

Why  do  I  oppose  this  particular  rec¬ 
ommendation?  I  dare  say  there  are 
many  Members  of  Congress  who  are  not 
familiar  with  the  background  and  his¬ 


tory  of  the  unemployment-compensation 
and  employment  services  in  this  country. 
You  ought  to  be  before  you  vote  on  this 
resolution.  You  ought  to  know  what  is 
involved  before  you  cast  your  vote  on 
this  resolution.  It  is  a  very  important 
step  you  are  going  to  take,  because  this 
Congress,  at  least  three  times — Demo¬ 
cratic  Congresses — expressed  itself  in  no 
uncertain  terms  on  the  very  thing  that 
is  proposed  here. 

Last  year,  in  the  Eightieth  Congress, 
to  be  sure,  the  Congress  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  vote  expressed  the  historic 
policy  that  had  been  developed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  program  since  1935,  but 
it  could  not  have  been  accomplished 
without  the  votes  of  Democrats. 

You  will  recall  that  in  1933,  when  the 
new  Congress  came  into  being,  one  of 
the  things  that  it  did  was  to  pass  the 
Wagner-Peyser  Act.  Prior  to  that  time 
we  had  had  throughout  this  Nation,  in 
various  States,  little  State-operated  em¬ 
ployment  services.  They  were  not  doing 
a  very  good  job.  They  were  a  lot  of 
private  employment  services.  The  Con¬ 
gress  very  properly  passed  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act,  in  an  effort  to  stimulate,  if 
they  could,  a  Nation-wide  system  of  un¬ 
employment  services.  So  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act  provided  Federal  assistance 
to  the  States,  if  the  States  themselves 
would  establish  a  system  of  State  em¬ 
ployment  services.  Only  20  of  the 
States,  if  you  please,  came  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act 
from  1933  down  to  1935.  We  had  a  very 
desultory  experience  under  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act  during  those  years.  Then 
what  happened?  The  Congress  dis¬ 
cussed  the  enactment  of  a  social-secu¬ 
rity  program.  President  Roosevelt  ad¬ 
vocated  the  adoption  of  a  social-security 
program,  and  included  in  that  program 
under  title  3  was  a  program  that  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  payment  of  unemployment 
compensation  by  the  States  pursuant  to 
laws  to  be  enacted  by  the  States,  and 
pursuant  to  an  administration  to  be  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  State  agencies  in  the 
same  social-security  law.  If  you  want 
to  check  it,  you  will  find  it  in  section 
503,  subsection  2,  of  chapter  9  of  title  42. 

The  Congress,  in  passing  the  Social 
Security  Act,  provided  that  the  payment 
of  benefits  under  that  act  should  be  ac¬ 
complished  through  the  medium  of  the 
employment  offices,  and  thus  brought 
into  the  social-security  picture  the  em¬ 
ployment  service.  So  the  States  that  set 
up  social-security  programs  under  the 
provisions  of  the  1935  act  in  order  to 
carry  on  that  program  were  required  to 
set  up  a  complementing  system  of  em¬ 
ployment  services  —  the  service  that 
would  make  the  job  exposure  for  the 
social-security  program  and  through 
which  the  benefits  would  be  paid.  It 
was  because  of  that  bringing  together  of 
the  employment-service  and  the  unem¬ 
ployment-compensation  provisions  and 
administration  that  the  Comptroller 
General  held  that  it  would  be  possible 
to  take  out  of  the  title  3  tax  money  that 
was  levied  to  pay  the  administration  of 
unemployment  compensation  in  the 
States — to  take  out  of  that  fund  suffi¬ 
cient  money  to  pay  the  expenses  also 
of  the  employment  services.  From  that 
moment  on  the  employment  services 
grew  over  the  United  States*  -went  from 
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a  few  hundred  offices  almost  in  1  year 
to  over  1,800 — and  we  thus  had  a  great 
expanded  employment  service  operating 
in  the  States  as  a  combined  operation 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  3  of  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

What  happened?  The  administration 
at  the  level  of  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act, 
namely,  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  was  in  the  Labor  Department; 
it  was  put  there  by  the  Wagner-Peyser 
Act.  Who  took  it  away  from  the  Labor 
Department  and  when?  Understand 
that  in  1935,  when  you  passed  the  Social 
Security  Act,  you  made  it  necessary — 
absolutely  mandatory — that  those  two 
services  be  brought  together.  The  then 
President  recognized  that  situation  and 
he,  in  1939,  submitted  his  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  to  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  What  did  he  say?  He  said  in 
submitting  that  plan  to  the  United  States 
Congress ; 

I  find  it  necessary  to  group  in  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  those  agencies  of  Govern¬ 
ment  the  major  purposes  of  which  are  to 
promote  social  and  economic  security. 

He  then  created  the  Federal  Security 
Agency.  He  then  placed  in  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  the  administration  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  under  the  So¬ 
cial  Security  Board.  He  transferred  the 
employment  service  operating  under  the 
Wagner-Peyser  Act  to  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  and  thus  brought  these 
two  agencies  together  in  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency.  Anyone  deny  that?  They 
cannot  deny  it.  It  is  the  fact. 

Then  what  happened?  That  was  in 
1939.  The  rumblings  of  war  were  upon 
us.  Do  you  remember  that?  Here  was 
the  employment  service.  When  I  speak 
of  the  United  States  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice,  it  is  merely  a  group  of  people  set  up 
at  the  Federal  level  to  offer  advice  and 
make  recommendations  to  the  State 
agencies  that  administered  that  pro¬ 
gram.  The  whole  program  of  the  em¬ 
ployment  offices  was  carried  on  under 
State  administration  and  by  State  em¬ 
ployees.  The  whole  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  program  was  carried  on  by 
State  services  pursuant  to  State  law,  but 
under  the  over-all  direction  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  level  because  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  was  paying  the  administrative 
costs  of  both  of  those  services  out  of  the 
tax  levied  pursuant  to  title  III  of  the  So¬ 
cial  Security  Act  on  the  pay  rolls  of  this 
country. 

Then  what  happened?  You  will  recall 
that  the  President  on  January  1,  1942, 
with  war  upon  the  country,  requested  the 
States  to  lend  to  the  Federal  Government 
the  employment  offices  and  services.  Do 
you  remember  that?  All  of  the  Gover¬ 
nors  of  the  United  States  responded  and 
turned  those  State  operated  offices  over 
to  the  Federal  Government. 

What  did  the  President  do  with  them? 
He  turned  them  over  to  the  War  Man¬ 
power  Commission  under  Mr.  McNutt  for 
the  time  of  the  life  of  the  War  Manpower 
Commission,  Mr.  McNutt’s  organization. 
He  was  head  of  War  Manpower  and  also 
head  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and 
he  operated  the  employment  services. 
The  unemployment  compensation  re¬ 
mained  where  it  had  been  from  enact¬ 


ment  of  the  law  in  1935  in  the  Federal 
Security  Agency.  Ever  since  that  time 
this  employment  office  has  been  buf- 
fetted  about. 

When  the  War  Manpower  Commission 
folded  up  the  employment  service  was 
transferred  to  the  Labor  Department  un¬ 
der  executive  order  which  provided  that 
it  would  remain  there  until  the  termina¬ 
tion  of  the  war.  Therefore,  up  until  last 
year  we  had  a  situation  that  the  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  division  in  the 
Social  Security  Administration  was  in 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  and  the  em¬ 
ployment  service  at  the  Federal  level  was 
in  the  Labor  Department.  But  imme¬ 
diately,  under  that  directive  and  execu¬ 
tive  order,  when  Congress  passed  a  joint 
resolution  or  the  President  declared  that 
ihe  war  was  at  an  end,  under  the  law 
as  it  existed  then,  this  employment  serv¬ 
ice  would  have  to  be  transferred  back 
to  the  Federal  Security  Agency.  That 
was  the  law  that  confronted  us  last  year 
when  we  tried  to  do  something  with  this 
problem. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  expired,. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  the  gentleman  5  addi¬ 
tional  minutes. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  found 
that  that  system  required  on  the  part 
of  the  States  a  dual  system  of  budgeting 
and  accounting.  They  had  to  budget  and 
account  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
for  the  administration  of  unemployment 
compensation  and  they  had  to  have  a 
similar  system  of  accountancy  with  the 
Labor  Department  for  the  employment 
service.  We  had  two  conflicting,  over¬ 
lapping  and  duplicating  organizations 
handling  this  program  in  each  of  those 
agencies  of  Government  and  we  decided 
to  do  something  about  it. 

Everybody  on  both  sides  admitted 
.without  conflict  that  these  two  services 
belonged  together  for  purposes  of  admin¬ 
istration.  The  question  simply  was, 
shall  they  be  with  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  or  shall  they  be  in  the  Labor 
Department? 

The  Federal  Security  Agency  is  ad¬ 
ministering  the  Social  Security  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  the  Social  Security  Act,  of 
which  unemployment  compensation  is 
an  integral  part  and  has  been  since  the 
enactment  of  that  law.  So  we  concluded 
in  the  interest  of  efficiency  and  in  the 
interest  of  economy  to  put  the  employ¬ 
ment  service  back  where  it  originally 
was,  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 
The  President  vetoed  that  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  but  the  Congress  promptly 
passed  it  over  his  veto  by  an  overwhelm¬ 
ing  vote  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

You  were  convinced  last  year,  and, 
let  me  tell  you  when  Mr.  Ewing  and  Mr. 
Goodwin,  the  head  of  the  Employment 
Service,  came  before  the  subcommittee 
this  year  they  had  to  admit  that  that 
program  was  working  effectively  and  eco¬ 
nomically  in  the  public  interest,  much  to 
their  surprise.  You  will  recall  that  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fo¬ 
garty],  himself  stood  upon  the  floor,  and 
while  he  opposed  that  part  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  he  admitted  that  the  over-all  re¬ 
organization  that  we  effected  last  year 
had  proved  by  operation  that  it  was 
working  in  the  public  interest. 


Now  you  propose  to  take  the  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  activities,  which 
is  an  integral  part  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  out,  and  put  it  over  in  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  and  put  the  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice  there.  Why?  Well,  the  principal 
answer  is  because  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  recommended  it.  That  is  the  prin¬ 
cipal  answer.  Now,  what  is  that  going 
to  do?  Is  it  going  to  be  in  the  interest 
of  efficiency?  It  will  not.  Will  it 
achieve  economy?  Certainly  not. 

We  closed  12  regional  offices  of  the 
Labor  Department  in  its  employment 
service  when  this  amalgamation  was 
made  last  year.  They  will  all  have  to  be 
reestablished  and  the  amount  that  will 
be  involved  in  this  program  will  be  ter¬ 
rific. 

Let  me  tell  you  something.  I  have  not 
time  to  go  into  all  of  these  things.  The 
Task  Force  that  handled  this  situation 
did  not  recommend  it.  I  have  that  lan¬ 
guage  from  the  task  force.  The  pro¬ 
gram  was  assigned  over  to  the  Brookings 
Institution.  They  made  a  report,  and 
this  is  what  they  finally  said,  and  I  think 
they  were  right  about  it: 

The  nature  of  this  Issue  regarding  the 
proper  location  of  the  Federal  agency  admin¬ 
istering  the  Employment  Service  and  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  precludes  its  settle¬ 
ment  on  a  purely  factional  basis.  A  deci¬ 
sion  must  be  arrived  at  on  the  basis  of  judg¬ 
ment,  and  in  the  last  analysis  this  judgment 
must  be  exercised  by  the  duly  elected  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  people. 

So,  they  refused  to  make  a  recommen¬ 
dation  and  turned  the  thing  into  the 
hands  of  the  Congress. 

Now,  the  very  Congress  that  has  re¬ 
peatedly  since  1935,  time  and  again,  re¬ 
fused  to  take  this  step,  is  asked,  without 
any  showing  of  efficiency  or  economy,  to 
transfer  these  agencies,  which  will  re¬ 
sult — and  I  am  saying  this  because  I 
want  to  mark  you,  and  it  is  in  the  Record 
for  future  reference — in  a  program  to 
federalize  unemployment  compensation 
and  the  Unemployment  Service  and  take 
all  control  of  the  States  out  of  those 
programs.  Why  do  I  say  that?  I  have 
the  Economic  Outlook  here  just  issued 
by  the  CIO,  in  which  that  program  is 
outlined  with  great  certainty  and  defi¬ 
niteness,  and  is  one  of  the  cardinal 
planks  in  their  platform;  the  federaliza¬ 
tion  of  this  program ;  the  abolishment  of 
State  control  over  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation;  the  abolishment  of  any  State 
control  of  the  Employment  Service,  and 
the  transfer  of  all  the  trust  funds  to  a 
huge  fund  administered  by  a  bureau, 
the  head  of  which  will  be  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  under  Federal  auspices. 

Now,  you  can  vote  for  that  if  you  want 
to.  It  is  up  to  the  Congress.  I  have 
studied  this  thing  as  diligently  and  as 
intelligently  as  I  know  how.  I  could  talk 
for  an  hour  on  it,  to  show  you  the  dan¬ 
gers  that  are  inherent  in  this  program. 
I  could  show  you  what  will  happen  to 
the  merit-rating  system  that  is  invoked 
in  every  State  in  this  Union  that  copied 
the  Wisconsin  plan,  that  will  be  destroyed 
just  as  sure  as  you  and  I  sit  here  if  this 
change  is  made. 

You  mark  what  I  tell  you.  I  want  this 
in  the  Record  so  that  when  that  change 
comes  you  cannot  say  you  were  not  in¬ 
formed  and  were  not  advised.  You  will 
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see  the  replies  coming  from  your  States 
and  your  governors  and  the  people  in 
your  States  that  will  want  to  know  why 
it  was  that  you  took  the  first  step  to  take 
all  control  of  these  two  programs  away 
from  the  States  and  lodged  it  in  another 
great  bureaucracy  here  in  Washington. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack!. 

(Mr.  McCORMACK  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  The  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Keefe]  during  his 
remarks  said  there  are  many  who  will 
oppose  this  resolution  who  have  in  the 
past  castigated  and  defamed  Mr.  Hoover. 
Let  me  call  to  the  gentleman’s  attention 
that  the  only  Members  of  this  body  I 
have  ever  heard  castigate  and  defame 
Mr.  Hoover  in  the  past  were  Republican 
Members  of  the  House,  a  few,  not  many, 
by  Republican  Members  only. 

I  can  remember  back  about  12  years 
ago  when  I  defended  him  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  against  an  attack  made  by 
two  Republican  Members,  just  the  same 
as  I  defended  Governor  Stassen,  as  an 
American — I  defended  both  of  them  as 
Americans — when  Governor  Stassen  was 
attacked  by  two  Republican  Members 
the  day  after  he  resigned  as  governor 
to  enter  the  United  States  Navy  for 
service  during  World  War  II,  when  he 
had  made  a  statement  in  favor  of  the 
United  States  entering  after  the  war  into 
international  cooperation  with  other  na¬ 
tions  to  bring  about  peace. 

I  can  remember  on  both  occasions  that 
I  waited  for  about  10  seconds,  an  appre¬ 
ciable  period  of  time,  to  see,  after  the 
personal  attacks  were  made  on  former 
President  Hoover  and  former  Governor 
Stassen,  if  some  Republican  would  rise 
to  their  defense.  When  no  Republican 
rose  to  their  defense,  I  took  the  well  of 
the  House  to  defend  them  as  Americans. 

I  may  disagree,  as  I  have  and  as  I  did 
with  former  President  Hoover  when  he 
was  President,  but  it  was  honest  dis¬ 
agreement.  I  can  remember  no  Demo¬ 
crat,  and  outside  of  two  Republicans,  no 
Republican,  who  castigated  and  defamed  / 
former  President  Hoover.  I  have  heard 
many  Members  speak  of  disagreement 
with  him,  just  the  same  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  today  speaks  in  dis¬ 
agreement  with  the  views  of  former 
President  Hoover.  He  has  the  right  to 
do  that.  We  had  a  right  to  express  our 
views  in  disagreement.  When  the  gentle¬ 
man  says  there  was  castigation  and  def¬ 
amation,  and  that  some  of  those  who 
oppose  the  resolution  today  did  it  in  the 
past,  the  implication  being  that  they 
were  Democrats,  T  hurl  that  back  into 
his  face  as  a  misstatement  and  a  mis- 
recollection  on  his  part  of  historical  fact. 
The  only  Members  I  heard  castigate  him 
were  two  Republicans,  who  were  emo¬ 
tionally  moved  as  a  result  of  what  he 
said  on  one  occasion  that  brought  about 
their  extreme  displeasure  with  him. 

Their  vi^ws  did  not  represent  the  views 
of  the  Democratic  Members  of  the  House 
or  the  remainder  of  the  Republican  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House. 

Here  we  have  seven  reports  which  have 
been  sent  up,  and  this  is  the  first  one  of 


disapproval.  My  friend  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Keefe]  leads  the 
fight  against  it.  Of  course  he  has  a  per¬ 
fect  right  to  fight  against  it,  but  he  fails 
to  consider  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission.  The  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  consisted  of  more  than  former 
President  Hoover  alone.  There  were  two 
Members  of  this  body  on  it,  one  who  is 
now  a  Member  and  one  who  is  no  longer 
a  Member  of  the  House.  They  were  on 
that  Commission,  too.  Furthermore,  he 
refers  to  the  task  force.  The  task  force 
made  no  recommendation.  They  simply 
presented  the  facts  without  any  recom¬ 
mendation  one  way  or  the  other.  But  in 
the  final  analysis  who  makes  recommen¬ 
dations?  The  task  force,  or  the  Com¬ 
mission  that  is  charged  with  that  respon¬ 
sibility.  That  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
Commission.  The  Commssion  assumed 
that  responsibility  and  has  recommended 
that  this  plan  be  put  into  operation.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  only  within  the  past 
week  or  10  days  in  a  telegram  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  [Mr.  Holifield] 
former  President  Hoover,  among  other 
things,  said: 

The  President’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
does  not  transfer  all  of  the  agencies  we  rec¬ 
ommended,  but  so  far  as  the  plan  goes,  I  can 
endorse  it. 

The  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  will  be  found  in  the  Hoover 
Commission’s  Report,  and  also  in  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Department  in  recommending 
rejection  of  the  resolution. 

The  gentleman  seems  to  fear  a  feder¬ 
alized  unemployment  compensation  sys¬ 
tem.  We  have  heard  that  fear  expressed 
before.  There  is  nothing  new  in  that.  It 
is  an  attempt  to  play  upon  our  fear  and 
to  pick  up  a  vote  here  and  a  vote  there 
from  a  few  Members  whom  I  personally 
admire,  but  who  I  feel  mainly  think  of 
yesterday  and  who  have  no  eyes  for  the 
future.  It  is  an  attempt  to  throw  fear 
into  the  minds  of  a  few  Members  in  the 
hope  of  getting  a  vote  here  and  a  vote 
there. 

When  this  bill  for  reorganizing  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  passed  the  House  it  pro¬ 
vided  for  a  two-House  veto.  The  House 
followed  what  the  Congress  had  done  on 
three  previous  occasions.  The  first  reor¬ 
ganization  bill  called  for  a  one-House 
veto,  with  a  majority  of  those  present 
voting  thereon.  We  know  from  experi¬ 
ence  what  a  complete  failure  the  first  re¬ 
organization  bill  was.  We  also  know  that 
Congress  has  the  duty  of  reorganizing  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government,  but 
we  further  know  from  experience  that 
due  to  a  combination  of  factors  and  in¬ 
fluences,  Congress  cannot  do  the  job. 
We  know  as  a  historical  fact  that  Con¬ 
gress  has  never  reorganized  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  in  the  160 
years  of  existence  of  our  constitutional 
form  of  government.  Never  once  has 
there  been  a  legislative  reorganization  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 
Therefore  we  had  to  resort  to  the  dele¬ 
gation  of  power  to  the  President  with  a 
veto  residing  in  the  Congress.  We  start¬ 
ed  out  first  with  a  plan  calling  for  a  one- 
House  veto.  That  was  a  failure.  Then 
there  was  the  two-House  veto  plan  in 


three  consecutive  bills.  Then  we  fol¬ 
lowed  that  with  a  bill  which  passed  the 
House,  but  which,  when  it  was  sent  to  the 
other  body,  was  changed  to  provide  for 
a  one-branch  veto.  When  the  bill  went 
to  conference  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  one  of  the  greatest  chairmen  who 
has  ever  presided  over  any  committee  of 
Congress,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dawson],  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Holifield],  and  I  fought  to 
keep  the  two-body  veto  in  the  bill.  We 
kept  it  in  conference  for  several  weeks. 
The  time  was  drawing  near  when  this 
session  would  come  to  an  end  and  the  60 
days  would  expire.  Finally,  after  one 
Member  had  even  accused  me  of  politics, 
when  we  were  fighting  for  a  real  bill,  we 
gave  in  on  the  one-House  vote,  however, 
with  the  provision  that  the  Senate  would 
have  to  get  49  votes  and  in  the  House  218 
votes  to  bring  about  a  veto. 

I  wonder  now,  in  the  light  of  the  fact 
that  the  Senate  committee  has  voted  to 
reject  not  one  but  two  plans,  whose  face 
is  red  on  the  charge  of  politics. 

We  were  told  that  if  we  accepted  the 
one-House  veto,  the  plans  submitted  to 
this  Congress  would  go  through.  Let  the 
country  watch  and  see  whether  the  plans 
will  go  through.  One  thing  is  certain,  as 
far  as  the  majority  of  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  House  is  concerned,  we 
are  not  on  the  spot,  but  some  other  body 
is  on  the  spot,  because  the  responsibility 
for  the  one-House  veto  rests  elsewhere 
than  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 

If  the  plans  are  rejected,  then  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  former  President  Hoover  and 
his  recommendations  spread  throughout 
the  country  had  better  consider  support¬ 
ing  a  bill  next  year  to  amend  existing 
law  to  bring  back  the  two-House  veto, 
because  if  any  one  of  those  seven  plans 
are  vetoed  now,  there  will  be  a  field  day 
in  the  next  Congress  when  the  President 
sends  up  anywhere  from  15  to  20  more 
plans. 

Strange  to  say,  these  various  commit¬ 
tees  throughout  the  country,  organized 
in  Boston,  New  York,  Chicago,  and  else¬ 
where,  on  the  idea  that  $3,000,000,000  is 
going  to  be  saved  if  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission’s  recommendations  go  through, 
are  silent  today  on  this  plan,  and  they 
are  strangely  silent  on  the  two  plans  that 
the  Senate  committee  has  recommended 
be  disapproved. 

Now,  what  is  the  story  on  this?  This 
plan  simply  transfers  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  from  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  to  the  Labor  Department. 
It  was  recommended  by  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission.  The  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  includes  (1)  the  former  divi¬ 
sion  of  unemployment  compensation, 
and  (2)  the  former  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service,  which  was  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  at  one  time  and  which, 
properly  belongs  there.  Everyone  agrees 
they  should  both  be  together.  My  friend 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Keefe]  in  his  speech  made  that  state¬ 
ment.  He  agrees  that  both  of  these 
bureaus  should  be  together.  They  should 
be  in  one  agency.  If  they  are  going  to 
be  together,  they  have  to  be  in  one 
agency.  He  says  they  should  be  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency.  President 
Truman  says  they  can  render  better  serv- 
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Ice  If  they  are  in  the  Department  of 
Labor.  Former  President  Hoover  says 
the  same  thing. 

I  will  admit  that  their  views  are  pieces 
of  evidence,  but  I  think  they  are  pieces 
of  evidence  that  are  worthy  of  deep  and 
profound  consideration.  The  Hoover 
Commission  says  they  should  both  be 
together,  and  they  should  both  be  in  the 
Department  of  Labor.  The  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Administrator,  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing, 
approves  the  transfer. 

So  we  have  the  situation  where  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  recommends  it,  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommends  it,  former 
President  Hoover  himself,  in  a  telegram 
to  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Holifield]  personally,  separately,  and 
individually  approves  the  plan.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  Federal  Security  approves 
it. 

I  recognize  that  Members  can  dis¬ 
agree,  but  I  respectfully  submit  that  that 
is  quite  powerful  evidence,  and  we  should 
think  twice  before  we  decide  that  our 
judgment  is  superior  to  the  collective 
judgment  of  all  of  those  men,  represent¬ 
ative  of  both  political  parties. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  The  gentleman  has  in¬ 
dicated  that  the  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  Mr.  Oscar  Ewing,  has  ap¬ 
proved.  Would  the  gentleman  be  kind 
enough  to  cite  me  the  evidence  on  that? 
I  would  like  to  see  if  he  has,  because  I 
have  read  his  letter,  and  I  have  it  before 
me,  in  which  he  differs.  If  he  has 
changed  his  mind,  it  has  been  very 
recently. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  It  will  be  found  in  the 
report  on  page  9. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  see  a  letter  from, 
him  in  the  report  dated  August  3,  in 
which  he  writes  “I  am  in  complete  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  President’s  proposal.” 
That  is  August  3. 

Mr.  KEEFE.  I  talked  to  him  this 
morning,  and  I  am  quite  surprised  that 
that  would  appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  cannot  comment 
on  the  surprise  of  my  friend  from 
Wisconsin. 

The  only  argument  against  the  trans¬ 
fer  is  that  the  Department  of  Labor  is 
biased  in  favor  of  labor.  It  seems  to  me 
that  there  is  no  logic  in  this  argument. 
The  Department  of  Labor  was  set  up 
by  a  Republican  administration.  I  will 
admit  it  is  supposed  to  and  should  de¬ 
fend  and  advance  the  proper  interests  of 
labor  in  relations  to  all  of  our  people  and 
to  our  regional  economy.  There  is  noth¬ 
ing  wrong  in  this.  It  is  its  duty. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  yield  the  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  three  additional 
minutes. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  is 
very  closely  related  to  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  as  well  as  other  activi¬ 
ties  and  operations  of  the  Department  of 
Labor,  and  these  the  last  Congress  left  in 
the  Labor  Department.  The  Labor  De¬ 
partment  has  been  practically  stripped 
of  its  legitimate  activities.  The  Repub¬ 


lican  Party  that  founded  it  last  Congress 
took  away  practically  all  of  its  jurisdic¬ 
tion  and  left  it  for  all  practical  purposes 
only  a  ghost  department.  It  seems  to 
me  in  all  logic  that  in  connection  with 
the  Bureau  of  Unemployment  Compen¬ 
sation  the  first  step  we  should  be  inter¬ 
ested  in  is  to  try  to  get  people  work;  the 
quicker  you  get  people  work  the  less  un¬ 
employment  compensation  they  will  be 
paid.  It  seems  to  me  that  as  we  view 
these  two  agencies  we  are  justified  in 
emphasizing  to  the  Government,  both 
Federal  and  State,  and  to  the  individual 
out  of  work  entitled  to  unemployment 
compensation,  to  emphasize  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  getting  that  worker  employment, 
not  only  for  his  own  benefit  and  the  ben¬ 
efit  of  his  family,  but  by  doing  that 
unemployment-compensation  payments 
will  cease.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  first 
step  is  employed,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  everybody  agreeing  they  both  should 
be  together,  the  Employment  Bureau  and 
Unemployment  Compensation,  that  Un¬ 
employment  Compensation  should  go 
wherever  the  Employment  Bureau  is  lo¬ 
cated;  and  it  seems  to  me,  and  I  respect¬ 
fully  argue,  that  logic  should  point  to 
us  that  employment  is  connected  more 
with  labor  than  it  is  with  social  security 
or  the  Federal  Security  Agency;  they  are 
both  closely  interlocked  with  one  an¬ 
other.  In  the  matter  of  Federal  security, 
the  primary  responsibility  of  that  de¬ 
partment  under  the  law  is  to  emphasize 
the  social  services  afforded  by  laws  passed 
by  Congress.  When  we  put  employment 
in  with  Federal  security  we  are  putting 
the  cart  before  the  horse,  so  to  speak.  We 
both  agree  they  should  be  together.  It 
seems  to  me  they  properly  belong  in  the 
Department  of  Labor,  because  emphasis 
should  be  laid  upon  employment.  That 
is  important  with  the  amount  of  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  that  is  paid. 
The  greater  the  employment,  the  more 
quickly  a  person  unemployed  gets  back 
to  employment,  the  less  compensation 
is  paid.  In  addition  to  those  reasons,  we 
are  simply  bringing  back  to  the  great 
Department  of  Labor  some  of  the  services 
that  belong  there  and  making  that  De¬ 
partment  again  one  that  is  entitled  to 
dignity  and  respect. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck]. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  has  re¬ 
ferred  to  differences  of  opinion  that  have 
existed  in  the  past  in  this  body,  and  be¬ 
tween  persons  in  this  body  and  persons 
in  public  life  out  of  this  body.  Certainly 
there  have  been  those  differences  of  opin¬ 
ion.  There  are  still  differences  of  opin¬ 
ion.  But  so  long  as  those  differences  of 
opinion  are  honest,  there  is  no  need  for 
anyone  to  get  too  excited  about  them 
because,  after  all,  it  is  the  clash  of  opin¬ 
ions  that  makes  for  democracy.  We 
are  here  as  the  duly  elected  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  people  charged  with  a  great 
responsibility  in  respect  to  the  general 
welfare  of  our  Nation.  So  long  as  we 
meet  that  responsibility,  then  we  have 
discharged  our  duty  in  a  proper  manner. 


I  had  some  part  in  the  establishment 
of  the  so-called  Hoover  Commission  in 
the  Eightieth  Congress  and  also  in  the 
passage  of  the  basic  Reorganization  Act 
by  this  Congress.  I  hardly  think  it  is 
necessary  for  me  to  refer  to  my  continu¬ 
ing  interest  and  effort  to  accomplish  a 
long-overdue  and  much-needed  reor¬ 
ganization  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  speak  on  this  occa¬ 
sion  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments,  as  a  member  who  because  of  my 
position  on  that  committee  has  a  particu¬ 
lar  responsibility  in  this  matter. 

Of  course,  the  great  need  for  reorgani¬ 
zation  in  the  executive  branch  is  recog¬ 
nized  by  Members  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle.  Speaking  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  recommendations,  I  think  that  gen¬ 
erally  we  approve  of  them,  but  I  do  not 
know  of  anyone,  I  do  not  know  of  a  single 
Member,  who  has  committed  himself  to 
every  detail  or  every  recommendation 
that  may  be  made. 

Progress  has  been  made  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  putting  some  of  these  recom¬ 
mendations  into  effect.  I  want  right 
here  to  say,  and  quite  frankly,  that  I 
have  been  a  little  disappointed  that  more 
of  the  recommendations  have  not  been 
brought  up  here.  I  feel  I  should  also 
say  that  on  occasion  it  has  seemed  to  me 
that  some  of  the  pets  of  certain  people 
of  long-standing  interest  are  the  ones 
that  are  first  being  proposed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  reference  has  been 
made  to  a  departure  from  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations  in  respect 
to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2.  Let  me 
call  to  the  attention  of  those  of  you  who 
urge  that  argument  another  circum¬ 
stance.  There  is  also  a  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1.  That  is  the  one  which  is 
going  to  set  up  the  new  Department  of 
Welfare.  We  had  a  bill  here  a  while 
back  that  was  scheduled  for  considera¬ 
tion,  but  it  was  not  considered  because  it 
was  decided  to  wait  for  the  proposal  to 
come  up  from  the  President  under  the 
Reorganization  Act. 

I  was  so  concerned  about  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
that  all  the  health  functions  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  be  set  up  in  a  United 
Medical  Administration  as  an  independ¬ 
ent  agency  that  I  took  the  trouble  to  get 
up  on  the  floor  and  express  the  hope 
that  when  the  proposal  came  up  for  a 
new  Department  of  Welfare  it  would  fol¬ 
low  the  recommendation  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  and  provide  for  a  United 
Medical  Administration  as  an  independ¬ 
ent  agency  in  line  with  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  proposals.  But  did  President 
Truman  see  fit  to  follow  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Commission  in  that 
regard?  He  did  not.  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  is  here  and  that  part  of  it  is 
in  direct  contravention,  if  you  please,  of 
the  recommendation  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission. 

Now,  let  us  not  blow  hot  and  cold  on 
this  proposition.  Let  us  be  consistent, 
because  I  dare  say  that  if  there  was  a 
resolution  of  disapproval  of  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1,  the  people  who  now  in¬ 
sist  that  this  resolution  to  set  aside  plan 
No.  2  shall  be  defeated,  because  they  say 
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to  defeat  it  is  not  in  keeping  with  the 
Commission’s  recommendations,  will  be 
saying,  “Oh,  you  must  not  disapprove 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  even  though 
in  a  very  important  particular  it  deviates 
from  what  the  Commission  recom¬ 
mended.” 

It  has  already  been  pointed  out  what 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  before  us  to¬ 
day  seeks  to  do,  and  let  me  just  add 
again  that  it  is  not  a  new  proposal.  We 
considered  it  in  1935,  again  in  1939, 
again  in  1947,  and  again  in  1948.  Each 
time  the  Congress  has  examined  the  pro¬ 
posal  most  exhaustively,  and  each  time 
turned  it  down.  Now  it  is  presented 
again.  Of  course,  this  time  we  are  told 
that  it  constitutes  a  recommendation  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  which  we  should 
put  into  effect. 

Let  me  just  say  this:  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2,  insofar  as  the  over-all  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
with  respect  to  the  Labor  Department 
are  concerned,  does  not  carry  out  the 
recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission.  It  was  not  sent  up  here  with 
an  over-all  pattern. 

The  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
seeks  to  make  light  of  the  finding  of 
the  task  force  on  this  matter.  But, 
whether  you  say  their  findings  came  to 
be  the  recommendation  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  or  not,  certainly  that  distinguished 
group  who  carefully  studied  this  whole 
subject  said,  “A  decision  on  this  question 
must  be  arrived  at  on  the  basis  of  judg¬ 
ment,  and  in  the  last  analysis  this  judg¬ 
ment  must  be  exercised  by  the  duly 
elected  representatives  of  the  people.” 
Now,  that  is  a  conclusion,  as  I  say, 
of  people  who  made  an  exhaustive  study, 
and  they  say  it  is  up  to  us  to  make  the 
decision. 

We  exercised  that  judgment  in  1935, 
1939, 1947,  and  1948.  We  made  the  deci¬ 
sion  four  times  and  we  should  reaffirm 
it  today. 

This  plan  raises  no  new  issue,  and  it 
does  not  raise  any  facts  or  arguments 
that  were  not  debated  fully  and  com¬ 
pletely  on  those  other  occasions.  I  can¬ 
not  but  believe  that  this  proposal  which 
some  have  been  advocating  for  so  long, 
and  which  Congress  after  Congress, 
Democrat  and  Republican,  has  turned 
down,  is  just  the  kind  of  an  effort  to  use 
the  prestige  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
to  pick  out  one  of  the  very  small  parts 
of  the  over-all  recommendations  and  try 
to  get  it  passed,  ignoring  other  recom¬ 
mendations  of  far  greater  consequence. 

Many  recommendations  were  made  by 
the  Hoover  Commission  about  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  that  are  not  included 
in  this  plan  at  all.  What  about  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employees’  Compensation?  The 
Hoover  Commission  said  that  should  go 
to  the  Labor  Department  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency,  yet  there  is  not  one 
word  in  this  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
that  would  do  this.  What  about  the  Em¬ 
ployees’  Compensation  Appeals  Board? 
Not  a  word  about  that  either.  The  Selec¬ 
tive  Service  System?  Where  do  you  find 
that  transferred  to  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  under  this  plan? 

The  Hoover  Commission  recommended 
that  the  power  to  establish  minimum 
wages  for  seamen  be  transferred  to  the 


Labor  Department  from  the  Maritime 
Commission.  It  also  recommended  that 
the  power  vested  in  the  various  contract¬ 
ing  agencies  go  to  the  Labor  Department. 

Not  one  of  these  various  recommenda¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  are  embodied  in  this  plan.  I  repeat 
that  the  plan  before  us  is  the  same  old 
proposal,  and  nothing  more,  which  we 
have  rejected  on  no  less  than  four  sep¬ 
arate  and  distinct  occasions.  And  if  we 
just  use  our  good  judgment  again  we  will 
also  reject  this  proposal. 

The  basic  issue,  which  we  have  re¬ 
peatedly  resolved,  is  whether  social  se¬ 
curity  is  to  be  administered  by  a  single 
agency  and  whether  that  agency  shall  be 
a  neutral  agency. 

In  1935  the  administration  bill  for  the 
establishment  of  the  social -security  pro¬ 
gram  would  have  divided  this  program, 
so  that  unemployment  compensation  and 
old-age  and  survivors  insurance  portions 
of  the  program  would  have  been  lodged 
in  the  Department  of  Labor,  with  the 
public  assistance  provision  lodged  in  an¬ 
other  agency. 

Congress,  however,  turned  down  the 
administration  bill,  and  wrote  a  Social 
Security  Act  of  its  own.  In  that  act  it 
vested  all  of  the  social-security  functions 
in  a  single  independent  agency. 

When  State  employment  offices  were 
established  on  a  large  scale  to  administer 
unemployment  compensation  under  the 
Social  Security  Act,  President  Roosevelt 
himself  recognized  the  soundness  of  the 
position  that  Congress  had  taken  by 
vesting  those  functions  in  a  single  inde¬ 
pendent  agency.  In  1939,  under  his  first 
reorganization  plan,  he  transferred  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  from 
the  Department  of  Labor — where  it  had 
been  since  its  creation  by  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act  in  1933 — to  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency. 

We  have  already  heard  from  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Keefe] 
that  under  the  President’s  first  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  he  transferred  the  services 
from  the  Department  of  Labor  to  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  and  consoli¬ 
dated  the  employment  service  with  the 
unemployment-  compensation  functions 
that  were  vested  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency. 

The  Seventy-sixth  Congress  promptly 
approved  this  reorganization  plan,  there¬ 
by  reaffirming  the  position  that  had  been 
taken  by  the  Seventy-fourth  Congress. 

In  1946  the  Labor  Department  strong¬ 
ly  urged  the  President  to  transfer  to  it 
all  of  the  unemployment-compensation 
functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Agen¬ 
cy.  But  the  President  did  not  accede 
to  these  urgings.  He  did,  however,  in 
1947  transmit  to  the  Congress  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  that  would  have  made  the 
Employment  Service  a  permanent  part 
of  the  Labor  Department.  Congress 
again  reaffirmed  its  previous  stand  that 
social  security  should  be  administered  by 
a  single  neutral  agency,  and  defeated 
the  plan  in  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate. 

Thereupon  the  President,  despite  this 
defeat,  indicated  his  intention  of  sub¬ 
mitting  a  plan  transferring  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  to  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  he  did  so  early  in  1948.  Again 


Congress  reaffirmed  its  previous  position 
and  the  plan  was  defeated.  In  defeat¬ 
ing  this  plan  the  Eightieth  Congress  was 
merely  reaffirming  the  decisions  of  prior 
Congresses  in  1935,  in  1939,  and  in  1946. 

I  have  said  the  issue  is  the  same,  and 
it  is.  The  principle  involved  is  identical, 
that  of  a  neutral  governmental  agency 
versus  a  special-interest  agency  in  ad¬ 
ministering  laws  which  affect  not  alone 
one  segment  of  our  economy  but  em¬ 
ployers,  employees,  and  the  general  pub¬ 
lic  alike.  I  think  in  many  ways  it  is 
analogous  to  the  situation  that  existed 
in  the  Congress  when  we  set  up  the  Medi¬ 
ation  Service  as  an  independent  agency 
of  the  Government  and  certainly,  as  it 
has  operated,  we  have  demonstrated  by 
experience  the  wisdom  of  what  we  did. 

I  should  like  to  briefly  call  to  your 
attention  only  three  of  the  many  com¬ 
pelling  reasons  why  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  and  the  employment  offices 
which  make  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  successful  should  be  under  a  neutral 
agency,  rather  than  under  a  special-in¬ 
terest  agency.  First,  the  whole  thrust 
and  drive  of  the  Labor  Department  has 
been  and  will  continue  to  be  for  a  fed¬ 
eralized  unemployment  compensation 
and  employment  offices  program  with  the 
entire  elimination  of  experience  ratings 
and  a  scrapping  of  many  of  the  basic 
disqualifications  for  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  which  State  legislatures  have 
determined  to  be  necessary  for  an  effec¬ 
tive  system. 

The  second  reason  for  keeping  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  administration 
under  a  neutral  agency  is  found  in  the 
degree  of  Federal  control  which  can  be 
exercised  over  State  administration 
through  Federal  purse  strings.  All  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  for  State  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  systems  and  employ¬ 
ment  services  are  met  from  Federal 
grants,  and  these  grants  are  directed  by 
law  to  be  in  “such  amounts  as  the  Board 
determines  to  be  necessary  for  the  proper 
and  efficient  administration  of”  the  State 
law.  The  Federal  agency  can  even  with¬ 
hold  all  grants  to  a  State  where  the 
Board  determines  that  funds  previously 
granted  have  been  expended  “for  pur¬ 
poses  other  than,  or  in  amounts  in  ex¬ 
cess  of,  those  found  necessary  by  the 
Board  for  the  proper  administration 
of  such  State  law.” 

A  third  reason  for  keeping  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  administration  in  a 
neutral  agency  is  found  in  the  power 
over  experience  rating  which  would 
otherwise  be  given  to  its  avowed  oppon¬ 
ents.  There  is  no  question  about  that. 
Some  form  of  experience  rating  of  em¬ 
ployers  exists  in  the  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  law  of  every  State.  I  ask  you, 
Do  you  want  to  do  away  with  that? 

I  said  when  I  started  that  the  ques¬ 
tions  presented  by  this  reorganization 
plan  are  not  new.  They  have  been  pre¬ 
sented  not  once,  but  many  times,  be¬ 
fore,  and  Congress  has  on  every  previous 
occasion  taken  exactly  the  same  position 
with  respect  to  them.  No  problem  of 
efficient  administration  or  of  economy 
in  Government  is  involved.  What  we 
have  before  us  is  a  policy  question  which 
we  thought  had  been  settled  and  set¬ 
tled  finally  some  time  ago. 
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But  here  it  is  again.  So  I  say,  under 
the  circumstances,  let  us  have  confidence 
in  our  prior  judgments  and  defeat  this 
reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  BURNSIDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BURNSIDE.  There  will  be  no 
functional  change  made  here,  will  there? 
It  will  be  taken  in  a  body  and  moved  over 
from  one  agency  to  another. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  That  is  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it.  But  I  have  given  what  I  think 
are  compelling  reasons  why  that  shift 
should  not  be  made.  What  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  said  indicates  conclusively  that 
•insofar  as  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  are  calculated  and 
believed  generally  by  the  public  to  be  in 
the  interest  of  economy  in  government, 
actually  this  will  not  accomplish  one  pen¬ 
ny  of  economy. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island,  [Mr.  Fogarty.] 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
last  hour  that  I  have  listened  to  the  de¬ 
bate  and  to  the  proponents  of  this  resolu¬ 
tion  I  think  they  have  presented  the 
weakest  arguments  possible  that  I  have 
ever  heard  given  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  in  the  the  9  years  that  I  have  been 
a  Member  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

Back  in  1913  the  Department  of  Labor 
was  established  in  this  country  by  one  of 
your  great  Republican  Presidents.  In 
1918  the  employment  services  were  es¬ 
tablished  .  They  were  put  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  In  1933  along  came  the 
Wagner-Peyser  Act  establishing  them  in 
the  Department  of  Labor.  In  1939  it  is 
true  that  a  reorganization  plan  was  sent 
to  the  Congress  and  adopted  by  which  the 
employment  services  were  put  into  the 
Federal  Security  Administration.  But  I 
think  we  all  realized  that  when  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans  are  sent  to  the  Congress 
they  are  sent  on  the  recommendation  of 
some  cabinet  member  or  some  committee 
that  has  been  set  up  for  that  specific  pur¬ 
pose.  I  am  convinced  to  this  day  that 
recommendation  was  not  a  good  one  and 
that  they  should  never  have  been  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Federal  Security  Adminis¬ 
tration.  I  have  always  felt  they  belonged 
together.  They  work  together  and  for 
efficient  economic  administration  they 
must  be  together.  I  have  always  felt  that 
they  would  work  together  better  in  the 
Department  of  Labor  than  they  would  in 
the  Federal  Security  Administration. 

The  gentleman  who  just  preceded  me, 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana,  [Mr.  Hal- 
leckI,  made  the  statement  a  few  mo¬ 
ments  ago  that  the  Eightieth  Congress  a 
year  ago,  in  turning  down  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  sent  to  the  Congress  by  the 
President,  was  just  reiterating  what  prev¬ 
ious  Congresses  had  done.  But  that  was 
not  the  reason  given  on  the  floor  of  the 
House  by  the  then  chairman  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  committee,  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman!.  The  only  rea¬ 
sons  given  at  that  time  a  year  ago  were 
that  we  had  a  commission  appointed,  and 
we  were  spending  and  appropriating 
$750, COO  for  the  commission  to  bring  back 


recommendations  for  the  reorganization 
of  our  Government. 

At  that  time  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman]  said: 

It  seems  a  little  absurd  to  suggest  at  this 
time  that  we  should  have  piecemeal  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans  for  the  executive  department. 
It  seems  no  more  than  the  use  of  common 
sense  to  suggest  that  we  wait  and  get  the 
results  of  this  expenditure  of  what  may  be 
from  $750,000  to  $1,750,000  by  a  nonpartisan, 
fully  qualified  commission,  made  up  of  men 
who  have  had  experience  along  the  lines  of 
reorganization. 

I  go  along  with  the  statement  that  was 
made  last  February  on  this  floor  by  the 
chairman  of-  the  committee  at  that  par¬ 
ticular  time,  because  I  believed  then,  as  I 
believe  now,  that  that  Commission  was 
headed  by  a  very  able  man;  that  all  of 
the  members  of  that  Commission  were 
able  men,  and  I  am  willing  now  to  take 
the  recommendations  that  they  have 
made,  and  take  the  Unemployment  Com¬ 
pensation  and  the  Employment  Services 
from  the  Federal  Security  Administra¬ 
tion  and  put  them  into  the  Department 
of  Labor  where  they  justly  belong,  in  my 
opinion. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Did  you 
not  say  that  was  the  only  reason  given 
at  that  time? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  That  was  the  prin¬ 
cipal  reason  given  by  all  members  of  your 
committee  that  handled  the  bill  on  this 
floor. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  If  you 
will  read  the  report  you  will  see  that  you 
are  in  error. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  read  the  report, 
but  I  am  quoting  what  you  had  to,say  in 
the  Record  a  year  ago.  I  also  quoted  at 
that  time  from  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Judd]  and  Mr.  Snyder,  and  I 
quoted  what  several  Senators  had  to  say 
on  this  day  when  they  turned  down  this 
proposal  at  that  time,  and  the  principal 
reason  was  that  the  Hoover  Commission 
had  been  appointed  and  would  report 
back  to  the  Congress  after  the  1st  of 
January,  and  then  we  could  intelligently 
decide  what  to  do. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Fogarty]  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  four  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  As  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  for  La¬ 
bor  and  Federal  Security,  could  you  tell 
the  committee  at  this  time  where  there 
can  be  any  saving  to  the  taxpayers  by 
the  adoption  of  this  resolution? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  only  way  I  can 
see  where  there  will  be  any  savings  for 
the  taxpayers  of  this  country  in  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  is  that  when 
these  services  are  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  it  will  be  up  to  you 
and  me  and  every  member  of  our  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Appropriations  next  year 
to  go  into  their  appropriations  and  de¬ 
cide  then  whether  there  should  be 
further  savings  over  and  above  what  has 
already  been  made.  I  have  never  made 


the  statement  that  there  would  not  be 
any  economy  in  combining  these  two 
agencies.  We  have  always  been  in  agree¬ 
ment  on  that.  The  only  thing  that  we 
are  not  in  agreement  on  was,  when  our 
committee  a  year  ago  on  an  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  took  away  the  responsibility  of 
the  legislative  committees  of  this  House, 
and  by  appropriation  transferred  the 
employment  services  into  the  Federal 
Security  Administration.  I  opposed  it 
on  the  floor  a  year  ago  for  those  reasons, 
the  same  as  were  given  by  the  legislative 
committees  of  both  the  House  and  the 
Senate  for  not  acting  on  the  proposal  at 
that  time,  because  we  felt  at  that  time 
that  we  had  able  men  on  this  Commis¬ 
sion  who  would  report  back  to  this  Con¬ 
gress,  and  I  think  now  we  are  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  to  accept  their  recommendations. 

Mr.  MCCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  When  people  are 
unemployed  and  they  go  back  to  work 
quicker,  that  means  tremendous  savings, 
does  it  not? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  The  President  in 
his  transmittal  letter  said: 

The  primary  benefits  from  these  reorgan¬ 
izations  will  take  the  form  of  economies  in 
administration  and  services.  It  is  probable 
that  a  significant  reduction  in  expenditure 
will  result  from  the  taking  effect  of  the  plan 
as  compared  with  the  current  estimate  and 
work-load  assumptions  contained  in  the  1950 
budget. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  I  just  wanted  to 
make  the  observation  that  we  said  we 
would  have  to  look  these  items  over  care¬ 
fully,  and  that  is  just  exactly  what  the 
subcommittee  in  the  1950  appropriation 
did,  whether  this  is  under  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Administration  or  under  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  That  is  our  job, 
to  look  over  every  item  of  expense  and 
bring  about  any  saving  that  we  can. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  But  the  only  thing 
we  are  trying  to  do  at  this  time  is  to  put 
these  agencies  into  the  department 
where  they  have  always  belonged,  and 
to  undo  something  that  was  done  by  this 
Appropriation  Committee  last  year.  I 
think  it  was  a  wrong  move  at  that  time. 
There  is  no  place  for  it  in  the  Federal 
Security  Administration,  because,  as  our 
distinguished  majority  leader  has  said, 
the  most  important  phase  of  this  entire 
program  is  in  the  employment  service. 

We  have  a  trust  fund  now  established 
in  the  Unemployment  Compensation 
Board  and  we  do  not  want  to  destroy  it. 
The  only  way  we  are  going  to  protect  the 
solvency  of  that  fund  and  the  taxes  we 
pay  into  that  fund  is  to  have  a  good  un¬ 
employment  service  to  find  jobs  for  men 
who  are  unemployed  just  as  quickly  as 
possible.  By  that  way  we  are  saving  the 
taxpayers  of  this  country  thousands  and 
thousands  of  dollars.  But  the  way  it  has 
been  operating  in  the  past  because  the 
Republican  leadership  in  the  Eightieth 
Congress  refused  to  give  the  necessary 
amount  of  money  to  these  agencies  a 
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year  ago,  we  cut  the  employment  serv¬ 
ices  by  about  30  percent,  we  cut  the 
Unemployment  Compensation  Board  by 
10  percent,  we  cut  the  estimates  last  year 
by  $22, 000,000-plus.  What  happened? 
We  find  they  are  running  in  the  hole  as 
they  told  us  they  would  be  a  year  ago 
when  they  appeared  before  the  commit¬ 
tee.  Our  program  at  that  time  was  one 
of  false  economy,  we  found  to  our  dis¬ 
may,  and  to  our  disadvantage  now,  for  we 
have  to  appropriate  more  money  to  get 
them  out  of  the  hole  we  put  them  in  a 
year  ago  by  the  Republican  leadership  of 
the  Eightieth  Congress. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown], 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  listened  with  a  great  deal  of  in¬ 
terest  to  the  debate  thus  far  on  House 
Resolution  301,  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman],  which,  if 
adopted,  would  reject  the  President’s  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2.  I  wish,  if  I  may, 
to  talk  rather  plainly  and  rather  frankly 
about  this  whole  question.  As  I  have  had 
the  honor  and  the  responsibility  of  serv¬ 
ing  as  a  member  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  I  think  I  know  just  a  little  some¬ 
thing  about  the  problems  which  that 
Commission  faced. 

The  Commission  was  created  as  an  arm 
of  the  Congress.  It  was  given  the  task 
and  the  responsibility  of  making  a  sur¬ 
vey  or  study  of  the  whole  organization 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  to  bring  in  recommendations 
as  to  how  to  obtain  greater  economy  and 
greater  efficiency — and  I  want  to  accent 
efficiency  as  well  as  economy — in  the  con¬ 
duct  of  the  public  business.  In  order  to 
carry  out  the  great  responsibility  which 
had  been  assigned  to  it  the  Commission 
determined  it  would  select  some  25  dif¬ 
ferent  task  forces  to  make  special  studies 
and  surveys  of  the  various  departments, 
activities,  and  functions  of  the  Federal 
Government.  We  were  able  to  draft  into 
the  service  of  the  Nation,  as  members  of 
these  task  forces,  some  350  outstanding 
citizens,  practically  all  of  whom  served 
without  compensation,  and  many  of 
whom  accepted  no  expense  allowance 
during  the  time  they  served.  We  also 
had  the  Brookings  Institution  to  make 
studies  .of  certain  Government  problems. 

The  Commission  brought  in  some  318 
different  recommendations  and  findings. 
I  have  often  taken  the  position  on  the 
floor  of  the  House,  and  publicly  many, 
many  times,  that  there  is  nothing  sacro¬ 
sanct  or  sacred  about  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Commission.  They  must  all 
stand  or  fall  upon  their  own  merit. 

The  Commission  simply  brought  forth 
the  recommendations  its  collective  good 
judgment  and  wisdom,  after  2  years  of 
hard  work,  indicated  should  be  given 
to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 
We  had  to  take  the  statements  and  the 
findings  of  the  various  task  forces,  weigh 
their  value  and  then  try  to  fit  them  to¬ 
gether. 


The  President  of  the  United  States, 
who  is  not  of  my  political  party,  has 
given  assurances  to  the  Commission,  to 
the  Congress,  and  to  the  country  that  he 
expects  to  put  into  effect,  in  substance, 
the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission.  I  must  accept  his  word  for 
that,  and  I  take  him  at  his  word.  I 
hope  and  believe  he  is  acting  in  good 
faith,  and  I  am  certainly  not  prepared 
to  challenge  his  good  faith  at  this  time. 

He  has  sent  to  Congress  certain  re¬ 
organization  plans.  They  are  not  en¬ 
tirely  as  I  would  like  to  have  had  them 
sent  here.  Mr.  Hoover,  Chairman  of 
the  Commission,  and  I  talked  over  these 
Presidential  reorganization  plans  rather 
fully  and  frankly  after  they  were  sub¬ 
mitted.  We  agreed  that  if  we  could  re¬ 
write. them  for  the  President  there  were 
a  number  of  things  we  would  have 
changed.  But  we  did  believe  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  reorganization  plans  were  steps 
in  the  right  direction.  I  wish  they  had 
gone  further. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  want  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  gentleman  on  his  work  on  this 
Commission  and  I  want  to  make  this 
comment:  In  all  fairness  these  plans 
cannot  be  complete.  They  must  be  set 
up  step  by  step. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  I  was  going  to  mention, 
next,  exactly  that  matter. 

Mr.  Hoover  and  I  realized  the  President 
could  not  send  in  all  of  his  reorganization 
plans  at  once.  In  fact,  I  believe  this 
particular  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  is 
here  rather  as  a  side  issue,  as  it  were,  and 
that  it  does  not  represent  the  President’s 
complete  reorganization  plan  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

To  explain  what  I  mean  I  must,  for  a 
moment,  discuss  two  reorganization 
plans,  because  the  gentleman  from  Indi¬ 
ana  discussed  both  of  them,  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  and  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2. 

First,  as  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2. 
The  Brookings  Institution,  which  served 
as  our  task  force,  made  no  recommenda¬ 
tion  whatsoever  as  to  what  should  be 
done  with  this  particular  problem  with 
which  we  are  now  involved,  and  it  is  a 
great  problem,  as  to  whether  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Compensation  should  be  under  and 
a  part  of  the  social-security  set-up  in 
the  FSA — and  everyone  agrees  the  two 
must  be  put  together — Unemployment 
Compensation  and  the  Employment 
Service — or  whether  both  should  be  in 
the  Department  of  Labor.  The  Brook¬ 
ings  Institution  made  no  recommenda¬ 
tion  except  to  say  that  issue  should  be 
settled  by  Congress. 

But  it  was  the  Commission’s  responsi¬ 
bility  to  make  a  recommendation  to  the 
Congress.  The  Commission  realized  and 
appreciated  all  of  the  time,  and  its  mem¬ 
bers  have  consistently  taken  the  position, 
that  all  it  could  do  was  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations,  and  that  the  final  responsi¬ 
bility  and  the  final  judgment,  rested  with 
the  Congress.  The  authority  rests  with 
Congress  now.  It  can  decide  today  what 
to  do  about  this,  or  about  anything  else. 


As  I  said  a  moment  ago,  this  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  2  arrived  here  by  the 
side  door.  It  is  only  one  of  the  many 
reforms  our  Commission  suggested.  We 
submitted  a  number  of  recommendations 
as  to  the  Department  of  Labor  which  go 
far  beyond  this  particular  plan,  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2.  We  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  Department  of  Labor 
be  reconstructed  into  an  effective  de¬ 
partment.  I  realize  that  perhaps  be¬ 
cause  of  personalities  in  recent  years 
there  has  not  been  too  much  confidence 
in  the  Department  of  Labor  and  in  the 
individuals  who  occupied  the  position  of 
Secretary  of  Labor.  Perhaps  as  a  result 
of  our  feelings  we  have  weakened  that 
department  a  great  deal.  But,  after  all, 
we  should  not  legislate  on  the  basis  of 
personalities.  As  I  said  earlier,  I  believe 
this  particular  reorganization  plan  came 
to  us  by  a  side  door,  because  of  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1  dealing  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  and  its  transfer  to 
the  Department  of  Welfare,  which  the 
Commission  had  also  recommended. 

The  Commission  had  also  recommend¬ 
ed  that  certain  activities  be  taken  away, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Indiana  well  said 
a  moment  ago,  from  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  when  it  was  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Welfare,  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  proposed  that  a  portion  of  these 
activities  be  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  which  was  already  an 
established  unit  of  Government.  We 
had  also  recommended  that  the  public- 
health  activities  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  be  transferred  over  to  a  new 
United  States  Medical  Administration, 
which  has  not  yet  been  created.  There¬ 
fore,  the  President  could  not  transfer 
the  Public  Health  Service  to  the  United 
States  Medical  Administration  if  he  de¬ 
sired,  because  it  requires  an  act  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  establish  or  create  it,  as  we  have 
set  forth  in  our  recommendations.  What 
else  could  the  President  do  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health?  Leave  it  up  in 
the  air  in  neither  FSA  or  Welfare? 
However,  he  could  transfer  some  FSA  ac¬ 
tivities  over  to  the  Department  of  Labor, 
as  recommended  by  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  and  then  come  in  later  on  with  a 
complete  reorganization  plan  for  the 
Department  of  Labor. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  We  are,  of  course, 
talking  about  reorganization  Plan  No.  2, 
and  my  reference  to  reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  was  simply  to  point  out  the  fact 
that  there  were  divergencies. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  appreciate 
that. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  But  does  the  gentle¬ 
man  have  any  assurance  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  that  he  proposes,  if  this  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1  goes  through,  to  subse¬ 
quently  bring  about  the  creation  of  an 
independent  agency  known  as  the  United 
States  Medical  Administration,  as 
recommended  by  the  Commission? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  only  have  the 
assurance  of  the  President  that  he  ex¬ 
pects  to  carry  forward  these  various 
recommendations  in  substance.  He  did 
not  make  the  statement  that  he  would 


August  11 


11528  CONGRESSIONAL'  RECORD— HOUSE 


carry  them  forward  In  every  detail. 
However,  I  expect,  and  sincerely  hope  the 
President  will  cooperate  in  the  creation 
of  the  new  United  States  Medical  Ad¬ 
ministration  as  recommended  by  the 
Commission. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  the  gentleman  five  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  ten  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  When  the  re¬ 
organization  bill  passed,  the  President 
was  confronted  with  the  problem  of  im¬ 
mediately  submitting  plans  in  order  to 
get  the  benefit  of  60  days.  No  one  knew 
how  long  Congress  was  going  to  con¬ 
tinue;  we  all  know  that.  So,  these  seven 
plans  were  sent  up,  and  we  all  know 
that  many  more  are  going  to  be  sent  up 
next  year,  and  there  must  be  legislation. 

<  Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  May  I  continue, 
please? 

I  want  to  discuss  this  problem  from  a 
common-sense  viewpoint.  A  great  deal 
has  been  said — and  I  listened  with  much 
interest  to  both  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Keefe]  and 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hal- 
Leck]  about  what  we  have  done  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  problem.  I  think  the 
most  important  thing  the  Congress  has 
done  was  to  return  to  the  States  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Employment  Services.  How¬ 
ever,  that  is  not  involved  in  this  matter 
before  us  now.  The  question  we  must 
pass  upon  only  involves  what  we  are  go¬ 
ing  to  do  with  the  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  activities  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  Are  we  going  to  leave  that 
responsibility  with  FSA  or  transfer  it  to 
the  Labor  Department? 

I  realize  that  there  have  been  a  great 
many  telegrams  and  letters  sent  to  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  by  businessmen  from 
all  over  the  country  against  reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2.  They  seem  to  have  the 
idea,  out  in  the  country,  that  we  are  go¬ 
ing  back  to  the  old  system  under  which 
the  States  would  lose  all  control  over  the 
employment  services.  That  is  not  true 
at  all. 

The  only  question  involved  here  now  is 
whether  the  present  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  functions  of  the  Government 
which  are  now  under  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  and  under  Oscar  Ewing,  are  to 
remain  there  or  are  to  be  transferred  to 
the  Department  of  Labor  under  Secre¬ 
tary  Tobin.  That,  my  colleagues,  is  the 
only  issue.  Someone  must,  of  course, 
have  stirred  up  the  folks  back  home,  and 
I  am  talking  very  frankly,  to  send  these 
messages  to  us.  I  have  the  highest  re¬ 
gard  and  respect  for  all  of  them,  but  I 
was  just  a  little  bit  surprised  by  their 
actions.  I  wish  the  people  from  my  own 
State  had  discussed  the  situation  with 
me  before  taking  action.  Perhaps  I 
could  have  allayed  their  fears. 

The  question  has  been  raised  here  as 
to  whether  we  are  going  to  put  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  into  a  depart¬ 
ment  that  may  possibly  be  unfair — the 


Department  of  Labor — or  whether  we 
are  going  to  keep  it  in  some  neutral  de¬ 
partment,  so  I  am  going  to  talk  for  just 
a  minute  or  two  to  my  Republican  friends 
in  the  House,  and  I  hope  you  Members 
on  the  right  side  of  the  aisle  will  not 
listen  in. 

Just  when  did  Oscar  Ewing  become 
neutral?  That  is  silly.  The  whole 
question  involved  here,  if  you  want  to 
be  very  frank  and  talk  a  little  politics, 
and  I  certainly  do  not  want  to  consider 
this  whole  problem  as  a  political  ques¬ 
tion  although  seemingly  some  do  I  am 
sorry  to  say — is  whether  we  are  going  to 
keep  these  unemployment-compensa¬ 
tion  activities  in  the  hands  of  New 
Dealer  Oscar  Ewing  in  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency,  or  under  him  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare  if  it  is  created,  or 
transfer  them  over  under  New  Dealer 
Maurice  Tobin,  Secretary  of  Labor.  I 
do  not  think  it  makes  any  real  difference. 
But  if  you  will  just  reflect  for  a  moment 
I  believe  you  will  agree  that  both  of 
them,  or  either  of  them,  will  do  exactly 
what  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
Mr.  Harry  S.  Truman,  wants  done.  If 
I  were  President  and  they  were  in  my 
Cabinet,  they  would  do  what  I  wanted 
them  to  do  or  else  get  out,  and  I  suspect 
the  President  now  in  the  White  House 
would  do  the  same. 

But  I  want  to  go  a  little  further. 
While  perhaps  the  words  have  not  been 
spoken,  I  seem  to  sense  that  some  here 
have  a  question  in  their  minds  as  to 
whether  President  Truman  is  going 
through  with  a  thorough  reorganization 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  whether 
he  is  actually  going  to  do  the  things  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Hoover  Commission,  I 
do  not  know.  But  I  do  know  that  he  told 
the  Commission  that  he  was  going  to  try 
to  carry  out  its  recommendations  in  sub¬ 
stance.  He  did  not  pledge  himself  to  do 
so  in  every  detail,  any  more  than  the 
Congress  has:  I  do  know  that  he  "has 
sent  messages  to  Congress,  and  that  he 
has  made  many  public  statements,  en¬ 
dorsing  the  work  of  the  Commission.  I 
do  know  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
pressure  from  back  home,  not  only  on 
the  Congress  but  also  on  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  to  do  something 
about  getting  a  little  efficiency  and  econ¬ 
omy  into  the  conduct  of  our  public  busi¬ 
ness.  I  do  know  that  the  only  two  living 
persons  who  ever  served  in  the  White 
House  as  President  are  both  for  this 
program.  I  do  know  that  this  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  2  was  one  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission. 
I  do  know  that  about  the  only  thing  we 
can  safely  do,  as  far  as  this  matter  is 
concerned,  is  take  the  President  at  his 
word. 

If  he  does  not  keep  his  word,  if  he  is 
not  a  man  who  keeps  his  promises,  if  he 
does  not  act  in  good  faith,  then  I  am 
going  to  tear  the  living  hide  off  him  in  the 
next  campaign.  But  first  of  all  I  am 
going  to  give  him  the  chance  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  good  on  his  promises.  He 
is  entitled  to  that.  Then,  if  he  does  not 
do  the  right  thing,  I  will  criticize  him 
from  one  end  of  this  land  to  the  other. 

I  want  to  say  to  any  of  you  who  may 
not  think  the  President  is  sincere,  or 
who  may  not  believe  that  he  is  going 


through  with  most  of  the  Commission’s 
reorganization  plans,  that  if  you  want  to 
give  him  a  beautiful  opportunity  to  get 
out  from  under  the  responsibility  of 
keeping  his  word,  acting  in  good  faith, 
and  doing  the  things  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  want  him  to  do  in  connection  with 
the  Hoover  Commission  report,  then  just 
vote  for  this  resolution,  Harry  Truman 
is  not  dumb  politically,  and  if  you  vote 
for  this  resolution,  if  you  adopt  this  reso¬ 
lution  and  reject  this  reorganization 
plan,  then  the  President,  if  he  is  not  sin¬ 
cere — and  I  do  not  question  his  sincer¬ 
ity — can  immediately  throw  up  his  hands 
and  say  to  the  country,  “Well,  I  tried  to 
reorganize  the  Government  and  get  a 
little  economy  and  efficiency  into  the 
conduct  of  public  business,  but  that  ter¬ 
rible  Congress  up  on  Capitol  Hill  and 
the  vicious  business  interests  of  the 
country  would  not  let  me.  There  is  no 
use  to  try  further.” 

Then  it  is  the  Congress  and  you  who 
will  take  the  heat,  and  not  the  President 
of  the  United  States.  In  my  opinion  it 
is  just  foolish,  asinine,  and  silly  to  re¬ 
fuse  to  give  him  at  least  the  opportunity 
to  carry  out  the  Hoover  Commission  rec¬ 
ommendations  and  to  go  along  with  them 
in  substance  as  he  has  said  he  would 
do.  If  he  fails  to  do  so,  then  he  is  the 
one  who  will  be  responsible;  but  if  we 
refuse  to  give  him  that  opportunity  he 
will  place  the  responsibility  squarely  on 
us,  and  on  some  of  our  business  friends 
back  home  who,  I  am  afraid,  have  not 
been  quite  as  wise  as  they  have  been 
active.  I  am  growing  a  little  tired  of 
hearing  a  lot  of  talk  and  receiving  a  lot 
of  letters  saying,  “We  want  the  Congress 
to  do  something  about  this  terrible  waste 
and  extravagance.  We  want  some  econ¬ 
omy  in  Government.”  Then,  when  we 
try  to  do  something  about  it  the  very 
same  folks  too  often  come  right  back  and 
say,  “Yes,  let  us  have  economy,  but  not 
in  the  activity  we  are  interested  in.  Let 
us  get  it  somewhere  else,  but  do  not  inter¬ 
fere  with  what  we  want.” 

We  are  squarely  up  against  the  issue: 
Do  we  want  to  take  this  first  step  to  re¬ 
organize  the  Government?  It  is  not 
the  whole  way,  by  any  means.  It  is  in¬ 
deed  just  a  step.  It  goes  just  a  part  of 
the  way.  Maybe  the  President  will  go 
the  rest  of  the  way.  Maybe  he  will  not. 
I  do  not  know.  I  am  not  responsible  for 
him.  But  do  we  want  to  take  this  one 
step,  along  with  him,  and  say,  “We  will 
go  this  far  with  you,  Mr.  President,  and 
see  what  you  will  do  about  the  rest  of  it. 
We  will  give  you  an  opportunity  to  re¬ 
organize  the  Government,  Mr.  President. 
The  responsibility  is  yours.  We  have 
given  you  the  machinery  to  do  the  job 
and  we  have  gone  along  with  you  thus 
far”?  Or  are  you  going  to  say  right  at 
the  beginning,  “No,  Mr.  President,  we 
are  going  to  turn  down  your  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2,  and  if  you  do  not  want 
to  do  anything  else  about  reorganization, 
you  have  a  perfect  excuse  for  not  doing 
it”?  I  say  to  you  that  is  the  question  on 
which  we  all  must  vote. 

You  can  vote  as  you  please.  I  have 
said  right  from  the  very  beginning  there 
is  nothing  sacred  or  sacrosanct  about 
the  Commission’s  recommendations. 
Maybe  we  were  all  wrong,  but  we  only 


11529 


1949  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


did  the  best  we  knew  how  when  we 
brought  in  the  Hoover  Commission  re¬ 
port.  This  plan  before  us  is  not  all  of 
it.  The  President  has  not  done  every¬ 
thing  I  want  him  to  do.  Maybe  he  will 
never  do  any  of  the  things  I  want  him 
to  do.  But  if  anything  that  he  suggests 
is  worth  while,  we  should  vote  for,  and 
if  it  is  not  worth  while,  we  should  vote 
against  it. 

Then  we  should  all  go  home  and  tell 
our  people  what  we  have  done,  because  I 
am  sure  we  will  find  them  to  be  very, 
very  interested  in  what  we  have  done. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  As  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  resolution,  it  is  a  resolution 
of  disapproval. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  That  is  right. 
If  the  House  adopts  this  resolution,  then 
it  will  disapprove  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Then  the 
gentleman  means  that  the  House  should 
vote  against  the  resolution. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  certainly 
think  we  should  vote  against  the  resolu¬ 
tion  and  uphold  the  reorganization  plan. 
That  is  the  theme  of  my  argument.  Re¬ 
member,  if  this  resolution  is  adopted  and 
this  reorganization  plan  is  rejected,  the 
only  difference  in  the  world  will  be  that 
Oscar  Ewing  will  continue  to  head  up 
this  function  and  activity  instead  of 
Secretary  of  Labor  Maurice  Tobin. 
There  will  be  no  other  difference  so  far 
as  the  operation  of  the  law,  or  in  the 
law  itself,  is  concerned.  There  will  be 
no  difference  in  the  functions  involved. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Of  course,  that  would 
indicate  then  that  there  is  no  actual 
economy  in  governmental  expenditure  to 
be  accomplished  by  the  adoption  of  this 
reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  No;  I  made  the 
statement,  and  I  am  sorry  if  I  did  not 
make  it  sufficiently  clear,  that  I  believe 
few  economies  and  efficiencies  will  be 
effected.  Certainly,  however,  if  we  put 
into  effect  all  of  our  reorganization  plans 
for  the  Department  of  Labor,  there  may 
be  some  economy  as  well  as  a  great  deal 
more  efficiency  expected. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  am  inclined  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  that  statement  is  correct,  but 
again  I  insist  that  the  adoption  of  the 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  will  not  bring 
economy  and  it  is  not  claimed  by  the 
Hoover  Commission  that  there  will  be 
any  economy  as  a  result  of  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  do  not  claim 
that  in,  and  of,  and  by  itself,  it  will 
bring  about  any  substantial  economy. 
It  might  bring  about  some.  You  will  get 
that  anyhow,  I  will  admit  to  the  gentle¬ 
man.  But  I  do  believe  that  by  putting 
this  function  into  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  we  will  bring  about  greater  efficiency 
and  if  we  go  ahead  with  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  reorganize  it,  as  the  Com¬ 
mission  has  suggested,  we  will  not  only 
get  greater  efficiency,  but  should  get 
some  economy.  But  great  economy  is 
not  to  be  found  there,  I  admit. 


Mr.  HALLECK.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  in  order  that  I  might  clar¬ 
ify  what  may  have  been  some  misappre¬ 
hension  about  what  I  said  in  my  state¬ 
ment  in  opposition  to  the  plan - 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  May  I  inter¬ 
rupt  the  gentleman  to  say,  for  the  rec¬ 
ord,  that  the  gentleman  has  been  very, 
very  helpful  to  the  work  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  and  I,  in  no  way,  want  to  reflect 
upon  his  integrity  or  his  interest  in  the 
great  assignment  we  have  before  us. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  appreciate  that. 
Let  me  just  say  that  as  far  as  my  position 
on  this  plan  is  concerned,  it  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  personalities  that  would 
be  immediately  involved,  insofar  as 
agencies  are  concerned,  as  between  Mr. 
Tobin  and  Mr.  Ewing.  My  reference  to 
a  neutral  agency  had  connection  only 
with  what  I  think  is  a  fact  obvious  to  all, 
that  the  Department  of  Labor,  under 
the  very  statute  which  created  it,  is 
charged  with  doing  certain  things.  It 
is  charged  with  certain  affirmative,  ag¬ 
gressive  responsibilities.  That  certainly 
is  net  true  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency.  My  reference  to  neutrality  is 
not  that  I  was  undertaking  to  choose  be¬ 
tween  Mr.  Tobin  and  Mr.  Ewing. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  would  not  take  either  one  of 
them  if  he  had  his  choice,  but  let  me 
reply  to  him  by  saying  this;  Of  course 
I  think  the  gentleman  agrees  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  and  the  employment 
services  belong  together.  The  real 
question  is  whether  they  should  be  to¬ 
gether  in  the  Department  of  Labor  or 
in  the  so-called  FSA  set-up.  I  am  just 
a  little  fearful  that  if  we  have  the  em¬ 
ployment  activities  outside  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  we  may  not  get  as 
much  interest  in  finding  jobs  for  people 
as  we  otherwise  would  have.  After  all, 
I  am  not  interested  in  paying  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation.  I  am  interested  in 
not  paying  unemployment  compensation. 
I  am  interested  in  getting  employment 
for  those  who  need  it,  at  the  State  level, 
of  course,  so  that  we  do  not  have  any 
more  unemployed  on  the  compensation 
pay  roll  than  possible. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Certainly  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Employment  Service,  avoid¬ 
ing  unemployment  and  the  necessity  for 
paying  out  money,  is  the  desirable  thing. 
It  happens  to  be  my  contention  that  the 
other  agency  will  be  the  one  best  calcu¬ 
lated  to  bring  that  about. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  two  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  appreciate  that. 
The  gentleman  has  been  very  fair. 

The  gentleman  has  referred  to  the 
operation  of  the  service  at  the  State 
level.  He  and  I  were  joined  by  many 
others  when  we  were  putting  on  quite  a 
struggle  to  bring  about  a  return  of  this 
service  to  the  States.  I  am  dedicated 
to  that. 

Again  I  want  to  say  that  while  the 
adoption  of  this  plan,  in  and  of  itself, 
would  not  mechanically  defeat  that  State 


operation,  I  am  as  convinced  as  I  can  be 
convinced  of  anything,  from  what  I 
know,  it  is  the  announced  purpose  of  the 
Department  and  those  who  stand  with 
it  that  the  ultimate  drive  is  to  deprive 
the  States  of  their  authority  in  that 
regard. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  fear  there  are 
a  great  many  over-all  objectives  of  this 
administration  that  the  gentleman  and 
I  do  not  appreciate  and  do  not  endorse, 
but  do  not  forget,  when  anyone  talks  to 
you  about  this  reorganization  plan,  that 
it  does  not  have  a  thing  in  the  world  to 
do  with  taking  away  from  the  States  the 
authority  we  returned  to  them  a  year  or 
so  ago  in  connection  with  the  operation 
of  our  employment  services.  That  right 
still  belongs  to  the  States.  It  was  given 
by  congressional  action,  and  the  only 
question  before  us  is  as  to  who  shall  con¬ 
trol  these  present  Federal  functions. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Is  it  not  true  that 
when  we  were  in  that  struggle  to  return 
these  functions  and  service  to  the  States, 
the  Department  of  Labor  was  against  us? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  That  is  right, 
and  so  was  everybody  else  in  the  admin¬ 
istration.  I  do  not  know  of  anyone  from 
administration  sources  who  came  up  here 
and  endorsed  that  idea.  Of  course,  that 
is  the  reason  why  we  voted  the  way  we 
did. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  has 
again  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Wilson], 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  Congress  had  received 
the  last  of  the  18  reports  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government,  I  publicly 
stated  that  if  a  substantial  part  of  these 
recommendations  could  be  effectuated 
very  sizable  economies  in  the  operation 
of  our  Government  could  be  expected. 
I  further  stated  that  this  would  be  ac¬ 
complished  with  greater  efficiency  of  op¬ 
eration.  Today  I  still  adhere  to  the  prin¬ 
ciples  contained  in  that  statement. 

It  is  quite  fitting  and  proper  that  each 
recommendation  made  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  be  closely  scrutinized  and  studied 
and  that  each  reorganization  plan  pre¬ 
sented  to  Congress  should  stand  or  fall 
on  its  own  merits  having  due  considera¬ 
tion  for  the  fact  that  it  is  part  of  an 
over-all  plan  of  reorganization.  On  June 
20,  1949,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  transmitted  to  Congress,  in  con¬ 
formity  with  his  authority  under  Public 
Law  109  of  this  session  of  Congress,  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2.  This  plan  was 
submitted  as  an  an  attempt  in  good  faith 
to  carry  out  the  valuable  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  issue  before  us  today  is 
whether  or  not  this  reorganization  plan 
shall  be  permitted  to  stand  or  will  it  be 
rejected  by  vote  of  this  House.  The  issue 
will  be  decided  by  your  vote  on  House 
Resolution  301  which  would  disapprove 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2. 

What  does  this  reorganization  plan 
propose  to  do?  Briefly  it  transfers  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  of  the 
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Federal  Security  Agency,  including  the 
United  States  Employment  Service,  to 
the  Department  of  Labor.  Further  the 
functions  of  Veterans’  Placement  Serv¬ 
ice  Board  under  title  IV  of  the  Service¬ 
men’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944  would 
be  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
and  the  Board  abolished.  The  Federal 
Advisory  Agency  created  by  the  act  es¬ 
tablishing  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  would  likewise  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 

If  you  or  I  were  to  organize  a  large 
private  enterprise  requiring  many  func¬ 
tional  offices  we  most  certainly  would  at¬ 
tempt  to  group  functions  in  departments 
where  interrelated  working  would  pro¬ 
duce  the  most  economy  of  effort,  time, 
and  money,  and  which  would  produce  the 
most  efficient  operation  and  the  most  ef¬ 
fective  results.  We  could  not  afford  to 
disperse  our  offices  and  divide  the  func¬ 
tions  performed  so  that  one  type  of  func¬ 
tion  might  be  handled  by  two  or  more 
executives  none  of  whom  were  respon¬ 
sible  to  another  and  each  with  entirely 
different  primary  interests.  The  same 
intelligent  principles  of  organization  that 
we  would  employ  in  a  private  enterprise 
could  and  should  obtain  in  governmental 
organization. 

The  current  adjustments  in  business 
and  business  activity  involving  greater 
unemployment  made  it  most  imperative 
that  the  functions  of  unemployment 
compensation  and  insurance,  employ¬ 
ment  services  and  veterans’  placement 
be  grouped  where  they  can  most  efficient¬ 
ly  operate  and  where  each  can  have  ac¬ 
cess  to  the  information,  studies,  and 
statistics  of  the  other  and  of  other  re¬ 
lated  agencies  in  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor.  Close  work  between  these  agencies 
and  bureaus  is  a  necessity  and  should  be 
an  actuality.  To  deny  this  is  to  perpetu¬ 
ate  a  cumbersome  and  efficient  procedure 
condemned  by  the  able  authors  of  the 
Commission  reports. 

Of  recent  years  there  has  been  a  con¬ 
certed  effort  to  emasculate  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  of  its  functions  and  impor¬ 
tance.  As  was  clearly  indicated  and  rec¬ 
ommended  in  the  Commission  reports 
this  process  should  be  reversed..  The 
functions  sought  to  be  transferred  to 
the  Labor  Department  by  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2  are  more  nearly  related 
to  the  activities  of  that  Department  than 
any  other.  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
has  the  faivor  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Commission  and  is  backed  up  by  the  tes¬ 
timony  of  Mr.  Rowe,  member  of  that 
Commission.  The  employment  services 
now  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency  are 
major  labor  functions  and  properly  be¬ 
long  in  the  Labor  Department.  In  this 
there  is  total  agreement  from  the  present 
Federal  Security  Administrator  who 
would  lose  these  functions  under  this  re¬ 
organization  plan. 

The  scope,  completeness,  and  frank¬ 
ness  of  the  Commission  reports  could 
not  have  been  accomplished  on  a  par¬ 
tisan  basis.  These  reports  have  become 
a  challenge  to  Congress  and  to  the 
American  people  to  put  their  govern¬ 
mental  house  in  order.  Public  response 
has  been  spontaneous  and  universal. 
Will  the  House  of  Representatives  now 
vote  to  repudiate  the  Reorganization 


Plan  of  the  President  which  is  in  sub¬ 
stantial  conformity  with  the  Commission 
recommendations  and  which  measures  up 
to  the  tests  of  time,  experience,  and  rea¬ 
son?  Will  the  House  of  Representatives 
scuttle  a  reorganization  plan  of  great 
merit  and  set  the  stage  for  repeat  per¬ 
formances  on  other  valuable  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plans?  Or,  will  we  measure  up  to 
the  high  challenge  before  us  and  give 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  a  resounding 
vote  of  approval  by  voting  against  House 
Resolution  301?  There  is  no  doubt  in 
my  mind.  I  submit  that  based  on  rea¬ 
son,  logic,  and  popular  acclaim  partisan 
bias  should  be  forgotten  and  petty  dif¬ 
ferences  ignored  and  this  House  should 
leave  no  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  public  as  to  its  sincerity  of  purpose 
with  regard  to  reorganization  matters. 
We  should  vote  to  sustain  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2. 

(Mr.  WILSON  of  Oklahoma  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
15  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Roosevelt], 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  it  is  important  to  reemphasize  what 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has  explained: 
We  are  in  a  sort  of  double  negative  posi¬ 
tion  here.  House  Resolution  301  calls 
for  us  to  reject  the  President’s  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  2;  it  is  a  negative  reso¬ 
lution,  and  in  order  to  sustain  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  and 
effectuate  this  change  those  of  us  who 
agree  with  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown],  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dawson],  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Holifield],  and  the  major¬ 
ity  members  of  this  committee  must  vote 
“No”  when  we  have  the  opportunity. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  implying 
that  the  only  purpose  of  reorganizing  the 
Federal  Government  is  to  save  money. 
I  submit  to  you  that  there  are  two  basic 
purposes  in  reorganization  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government:  One  of  them  is  econ¬ 
omy;  the  other  is  to  create  more  efficient 
service  in  those  departments  of  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch  which  render  service  to  the 
people.  Just  because  the  President  of 
the  United  States  did  not  specify  that 
this  reorganization  plan  would  save  X 
number  of  dollars  is  no  reason  to  attack 
this  reorganization.  It  is  impossible,  of 
course,  today  to  say  that  it  will  save  in 
any  amount  so  many  dollars  and  cents, 
but  the  functions  of  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  are  so  closely  allied 
to  those  existing  functions  within  the 
Department  of  Labor  that  we  hope  that 
through  administrative  efficiencies  which 
can  be  accomplished  money  will  be  saved 
in  the  years  to  come.  But  there  Is  an¬ 
other  major  saving  which  we  hope  can 
be  accomplished;  that  is,  the  saving  to 
the  public  and  the  taxpayer  by  cutting 
down  on  unemployment  insurance  taxa¬ 
tion. 

This  plan  places  the  emphasis  where 
I  think  it  should  be  placed:  It  places  the 
emphasis  in  a  positive  service  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security,  the  posi¬ 
tive  service  to  the  people,  of  getting  un¬ 
employed  people  quickly  back  to  work. 
That  function  can  be  most  readily  served 
by  placing  this  Bureau  in  the  same  de¬ 


partment  as  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis¬ 
tics  where  the  facts  from  all  over  the 
country  are  brought  into  the  central  of¬ 
fices,  the  factual  information  as  to  where 
there  are  shortages,  as  to  where  there 
are  surpluses  in  the  labor  market.  These 
are  the  kind  of  economies  that  can  be 
made.  I  am  rather  surprised  that  so  far 
those  gentlemen  who  have  opposed  this 
transfer  under  the  present  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  have  failed  to  emphasize  the 
one  point  that  the  three  witnesses  before 
our  committee  put  greatest  emphasis  on 
in  testifying  against  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2.  The  three  witnesses  who  testified 
before  our  committee  against  this  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  were  two  representatives 
of  big  business  and  our  very  able  colleague 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman].  During 
this  testimony  the  major  argument  was 
that  the  bias  on  the  part  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  would  work  against  the 
interest  of  management  in  carrying  out 
the  unemployment  insurance  feature  of 
this  Bureau. 

I  am  very  glad  that  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  has  pointed  out 
that  the  opposition  to  this  plan  seems 
to  have  suddenly  blossomed  forth  from 
a  lot  of  people  who  really  did  not  know 
what  they  were  opposing.  He  referred 
to  a  lot  of  businessmen  back  in  his  State. 
I  can  say  the  same  thing  for  my  dis¬ 
trict. 

I  was  campaigning  in  front  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  not  so  long  ago  and  I  was  asked  very 
often  in  forums  how  I  stood  on  the 
Hoover  Commission  reorganization  plan. 
'Not  knowing  I  was  quoting  the  illustrious 
leader  of  my  party,  President  Truman, 
I  said  that  in  substance  I  was  in  entire 
accord  with  the  Hoover  Commission.  I 
met  with  many  business  groups  during 
that  campaign  and  I  had  the  opportunity 
of  asking  them  if  they  had  any  specific 
objections  to  it.  Remember  this  was  in 
late  April  and  May  before  this  resolution 
and  before  this  plan  was  submitted  to 
the  Congress.  I  asked  those  businessmen 
if  they  had  any  specific  objection  to  the 
Hoover  Commission  report.  There  was 
not  a  one.  But  then  the  professionals 
of  some  of  these  business  organizations 
got  to  work.  They  started  sending  out 
telegrams  to  their  membership  telling 
them  that  they  are  going  to  be  discrimi¬ 
nated  against  if  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  has  charge  of  this  program.  They 
do  not  understand  why.  They  do  not  live 
down  here  in  Washington.  They  do  not 
know  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  must 
carry  out  his  obligation  in  the  public 
service  under  any  statute  he  is  adminis¬ 
tering.  So  they  get  a  telegram  from  their 
executive  secretary  or  executive  director 
and  they  start  sending  in  wires  to  us 
without  really  realizing  what  they  are 
doing. 

Mr.  TAURIELLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TAURIELLO.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  telegrams  the  gentleman  has  re¬ 
ceived  opposing  this  reorganization  plan 
have  come  from  the  same  source  that 
are  for  the  Hoover  Commission;  that  is, 
the  chambers  of  commerce  of  the  various 
cities  and  States  of  the  country,  and  they 
now  are  the  first  ones  to  send  us  wires 
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and  telegrams  asking  us  to  oppose  the 
first  step  in  this  reorganization  plan? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  That  is  entirely 
correct. 

There  is  one  other  thing  I  would  like 
to  point  out  in  connection  with  this  bias 
problem.  I  have  here  a  speech  which  I 
shall  ask  unanimous  consent  to  add  to  my 
remai-ks  in  which  I  point  out  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  the  literally  tfiousands  upon  thou¬ 
sands  of  businessmen  all  over  America 
who  turn  to  the  Department  of  Labor 
every  day  in  the  year  for  cooperation  with 
the  activities  of  the  Department  and  for 
information.  Never  do  these  thousands 
upon  thousands  of  businessmen  question 
the  integrity  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 
They  would  not  be  doing  it  now  if  some 
of  these  executive  directors  who  are  look¬ 
ing  for  something  to  do  to  keep  their 
jobs  had  not  sent  out  a  lot  of  scurrilous 
telegrams  to  them. 

I  just  want  to  read  a  couple  of  little 
quotations  from  this  and  give  you  some 
figures.  These  are  some  of  the  figures 
of  the  groups  that  are  cooperating  with 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  I  want 
you  to  listen  to  this  very  carefully  be¬ 
cause  befoi’e  our  committee  a  represent¬ 
ative  of  the  Manufacturers  Association 
of  the  State  of  Wisconsin,  after  consid¬ 
erable  questioning  by  one  of  our  col¬ 
leagues,  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
[Mr.  Karsten],  finally  admitted,  and  it 
took  a  long  time  to  get  it  out  of  him, 
that  he  considered  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  to  be  biased  against  the  em¬ 
ployers,  the  only  time  in  my  memory, 
and  I  am  sure  in  the  memory  of  any  man 
in  this  Chamber,  that  any  such  charge 
has  ever  teen  made. 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  He  had  to  make  that 
statement  to  sustain  his  position. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  He  had  to. 

An  idea  of  the  extent  of  cooperation  by 
industry  with  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta¬ 
tistics  is  given  in  the  following: 

One  hundred  and  ten  thousand  es¬ 
tablishments  •  report  employment  and 
pay  roll  information  each  month. 

Between  14,000  and  15,000  retail  es¬ 
tablishments  report  prices  of  food,  house 
furnishings,  and  miscellaneous  items  for 
inclusion  in  the  consumer’s  price  index 
of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

Ten  thousand  establishments  are  co¬ 
operating  this  year  in  occupational 
wage-rate  surveys,  by  industry  and  by 
community. 

Approximately  11,000  establishments 
report  quarterly  on  accidents;  an  addi¬ 
tional  45,000  establishments  cooperate  in 
the  more  detailed  annual  studies  of  ac¬ 
cidents;  20,000  construction  contractors 
are  now  cooperating  in  a  study  of  the 
causes  of  accidents  occurring  in  the  con¬ 
struction  industry. 

Corporations,  like  the  General  Motors 
Corp.,  rely  on  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  consumer’s  index,  for  adjust¬ 
ing  the  escalator  clause  in  its  contract 
with  the  United  Auto  Workers.  In  my 
home  town  of  New  York  the  great  gar¬ 
ment  industry,  which  is  one  of  the  most 
peaceful  industries  in  our  history  of  la¬ 


bor-management  relations,  the  contracts 
between  Mr.  David  Dubinsky,  head  of  the 
International  Ladies  Gai-ment  Woi’kers 
Union,  and  the  manufacturers,  who  are 
thousands  of  small-business  men  in  the 
industry,  are  contracts  based  on  an  es¬ 
calator  clause,  relying  on  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics,  consumer’s  price  index. 
Some  450,000  workex's  in  New  York  City, 
and  I  cannot  tell  you  how  many  tens  of 
thousands  of  businessmen,  rely  in  com¬ 
plete  confidence  on  the  Department  of 
Labor.  Does  that  reflect  a  suspicion  of 
bias  by  business?  I  could  go  on  and  give 
you  case  studies  and  case  histories  of 
group  after  group  of  businessmen  who 
are  refuting  by  their  daily  activities,  by 
their  cooperation  with  the  Depax'tment 
of  Labor,  this  charge  of  possible  bias. 

Gentlemen,  there  is  an  opposite  side 
to  this.  The  Congress  is  not  called  upon 
to  assume  that  this  record  of  cooperation 
and  impartiality  will  continue  in  the  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security.  That  need  not  be  left  to  con¬ 
jecture  because  the  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  was  in  the  Department 
of  Labor  from  1933  to  1939  and  from  1845 
to  1948.  Its  record,  while  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  is  clear  and  convinc¬ 
ing  proof  that  it  can  and  will  be  operated 
fairly  by  that  Department.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  job  orders  and  placements  re¬ 
corded  in  the  official  records  of  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  in  the  years  1945  and 
1948,  when  it  was  in  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment,  show  that  employers  used  the 
Service  more  than  during  any  other 
peacetime  year  since  the  Wagner-Peyser 
Act  was  enacted  in  1933. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  provides 
another  assurance  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  will  operate  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  impartially  and 
effectively.  Under  the  Wagner-Peyser 
Act  there  was  a  Federal  Advisory  Coun¬ 
cil  established  for  the  purpose  of  “for¬ 
mulating  policies  and  discussing  prob¬ 
lems  relating  to  employment  and  insur¬ 
ing  impartiality,  neutrality,  and  freedom 
from  political  influence  in  the  solution  of 
such  problems.” 

The  council  has,  by  statute,  the  right 
of  “access  to  all  files  and  records  of  the 
United  States  Employment  Service.”  It 
is  composed  of  men  and  women  repre¬ 
senting  employers  and  employees  in 
equal  numbei’s  and  the  public.  Under 
the  reorganization  plan  submitted  by 
the  President,  this  council  will,  by  law, 
act  in  the  future  as  to  all  matters  per¬ 
taining  to  both  the  Employment  Service 
and  unemployment  compensation,  so 
employers  and  employees  have  their 
advisoi-y-council  watchdog,  if  you  want 
to  call  it,  committee,  sitting  right  in  the 
Depax’tment  of  Labor  day  in  and  day  out 
as  often  as  they  want  to  meet  and  with 
complete  access  to  the  records.  Believe 
me,  if  there  is  any  bias  on  the  part  of  the 
Department  of  Labor,  all  those  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  management  have  to  do  is 
go  and  talk  to  the  press  about  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  during  the  course  of 
your  committee’s  consideration  of  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  public 
hearings  were  held.  Only  three  wit¬ 
nesses  appeared  against  the  plan.  One 
was  the  able  Congressman  from  Michi¬ 


gan  [Mr.  Hoffman],  and  two  were  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  big  business. 

The  objections  to  the  plan  were  few, 
and  the  evidence  adduced  to  support 
these  objections  was  unconvincing. 

The  major  objection  advanced  by  those 
who  opposed  the  plan  was  an  alleged  bias 
of  the  Department  of  Labor.  This  is  an 
allegation  which  has  often  been  made 
and  never  been  proved.  Quite  to  the 
contrary,  there  is  no  evidence  of  bias  on 
the  part  of  the  Department  of  Labor  in 
the  performance  of  its  statutory  func¬ 
tions. 

The  allegation  that  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  is  operated  in  an  unfair  and  par¬ 
tial  manner  is  an  extremely  serious 
charge.  The  Department  is  a  public 
agency,  supported  by  public  funds,  and 
administering  acts  of  Congress.  It  is 
staffed  by  persons  who  take  an  oath  of 
office  prescribed  by  the  Congress.  If 
such  a  Government  agency  can  operate 
in  a  biased  manner,  the  very  democratic 
foundations  of  our  Government  could  be 
undei'mined. 

Any  person  making  such  a  serious 
charge  should  be  very  careful  to  have 
facts  sustaining  his  allegation.  If  he 
cannot  prove  the  charge,  he  is  guilty  not 
only  of  speaking  an  untruth,  but  of  doing 
a  grave  disservice  to  his  country  at  a 
time  when  we  have  need  for  confidence 
in  our  Government  rather  than  for  dis¬ 
trust  based  upon  innuendo,  distortions, 
and  vague  and  unsupported  accusations. 

At  the  outset  let  me  note  that  the  ex¬ 
act  proposal  made  by  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  to  transfer  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  from  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  to  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  was  made  by  the  Commission  on  Re¬ 
organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of 
the  Government,  known  as  the  Hoover 
Commission.  This  Commission  was  a  bi¬ 
partisan  body  created  by  Public  Law  162 
of  the  Eightieth  Congress.  It  contained 
no  representatives  of  labor,  labor  groups, 
or  labor  organizations.  It  did,  however, 
number  among  its  12  members  2  well- 
known  employers.  One  of  these  was  Mr. 
George  Meade,  a  patriotic,  civic-minded 
American.  This  Commission  recom¬ 
mended  the  transfer  to  the  Department 
of  Labor  of  eight  agencies  or  functions 
not  now  performed  in  the  Department. 
While  the  Commission  disagreed  on 
some  of  its  l'ecommendations,  it  was 
unanimous  in  recommending  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity  to  the  Labor  Department.  Both  of 
the  employers  on  the  Commission  af¬ 
firmatively  joined  in  this  recommenda¬ 
tion,  as  did  Mr.  Herbert  Hoover  himself. 

The  Brookings  Institution,  which  did 
the  task  force  study  on  public  welfare  for 
the  Hoover  Commission,  did  not  make 
any  formal  recommendation  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  location  of  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security,  but  it  did  note  that— 

One  method  of  furthering  *  *  *  coor¬ 

dination  would  be  to  bring  the  facilities  and 
resources  of  all  agencies  concerned  with  em¬ 
ployment  information,  employment  condi¬ 
tions,  and  employment  processes  under  a 
common  administrative  head.  This  would 
be  a  proper  statutory  function  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  and  adequate  devices  of  con¬ 
gressional  supervision  and  group  consulta¬ 
tion  are  available  to  foreclose  any  undue  in- 
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fluence  of  either  labor  or  management  upon 
the  administration  of  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation. 

•  *  *  »  • 

It  can  hardly  be  questioned  that  better  and 
less  costly  statistics  could  be  obtained  if  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Employment 
Service,  unemployment  compensation,  and 
possibly  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
were  in  the  same  department. 

In  addition,  the  Brookings  Institution 
set  forth  on  pages  440-442  of  its  report 
the  reasons  why  the  Employment  Service 
and  unemployment  compensation  should 
be  located  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
At  no  point  in  its  task-force  report  did 
the  Brookings  Institution  make  findings 
which  would  argue  against  this  transfer 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  dwelt  at  some 
length  upon  the  findings  of  the  task 
force  only  because  its  findings  and  rec¬ 
ommendations  were  misrepresented  by 
only  partial  quotations  in  the  course  of 
testimony  before  your  committee.  I  rec¬ 
ognize,  as  must  the  Congress,  that  it  was 
not  for  the  task  force  to  determine  the 
issues  but  merely  to  find  the  facts  upon 
the  basis  of  which  the  Commission  would 
make  appropriate  recommendations. 
The  Commission  did  recommend  unani¬ 
mously  the  reorganization  which  the 
President  seeks  to  achieve  through  plan 
No.  2. 

Needless  to  say,  if  there  were  any 
ground  for  charging  the  Department  of 
Labor  with  bias,  the  Brookings  Institu¬ 
tion  and  the  Hoover  Commission  would 
have  found  and  considered  these  facts. 

In  testing  the  accuracy  of  the  charges 
that  the  Labor  Department  is  biased, 
we  need  not,  however,  rely  upon  purely 
negative  evidence.  It  can  be  abun¬ 
dantly  demonstrated  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  has  in  fact  performed 
its  statutory  functions  in  a  fair  and  im¬ 
partial  manner  and  with  due  regard  for 
the  interests  of  all  groups. 

The  Labor  Department  has  for  years 
administered  a  number  of  programs 
which  require  absolute  integrity  and 
complete  impartiality.  The  Depart¬ 
ment’s  performance  of  these  statutory 
duties  has  been  above  reproach.  In  the 
promotion  of  apprenticeship,  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  wage-hour  program, 
in  the  quasi-judicial  determinations  of 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  under  the  Walsh- 
Healey  Public  Contracts  Act,  and  in  the 
compilation  and  analysis  of  data  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  has  had  the  cooperation  and  con¬ 
fidence  of  management. 

Employers  and  employer  associations 
have  over  the  years  used  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  facilities  repeatedly,  placed  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  impartiality  of  its  data, 
and  participated  in  the  meetings  of  its 
committees.  This  is  a  matter  of  record. 

The  Department  of  Labor’s  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  has  a  Business  Research 
Advisory  Committee.  It  was  created  in 
1947  at  the  request  of  business  organiza¬ 
tions,  whose  representatives  had  stated 
that  business  people  have  a  vital  stake 
in  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta¬ 
tistics.  Each  member  of  the  Committee 
serves,  not  as  a  representative  of  his 
company  or  organization,  but  in  his  ca¬ 
pacity  as  a  qualified  technician  in  his 
field,  familiar  with  some  of  the  problems 
of  business.  The  Committee  meets  three 


or  four  times  a  year.  It  serves  in  an  ad¬ 
visory  capacity  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Labor  Statistics  on  both  technical  and 
policy  matters  which  are  placed  before  it 
by  the  Commissioner.  However,  the 
Committee  does  have  the  right  and  duty 
to  take  the  initiative  in  bringing  up  mat¬ 
ters  that  should  come  to  the  attention 
of  officials  of  the  Bureau. 

The  Bureau  has  sought  the  advice  of 
the  committee  in  formulating  its  pro¬ 
gram  each  fiscal  year.  Copies  of  most  of 
the  Bureau  publications  are  sent  to  all 
members  to  keep  them  acquainted  with 
the  Bureau  studies  in  detail. 

The  1949  committee  has  established 
subcommittees  on  construction,  em¬ 
ployment,  productivity,  consumer-price 
index,  wholesale-price  index,  and  wages 
and  industrial  relations.  Each  of  the 
subcommittees  has  met  at  least  once  this 
year  and  has  discussed  the  Bureau’s  work 
in  great  detail. 

This  committee  includes  among  its 
members  such  outstanding  business  rep¬ 
resentatives  as  the  executive  secretary 
of  the  National  Sand  and  Gravel  Asso¬ 
ciation,  the  chief  economist  of  the  West¬ 
ern  Electric  Co.,  the  assistant  vice  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Baldwin  Locomotive  Works, 
the  managing  director  of  the  National 
Electrical  Manufacturers’  Association, 
the  chief  economist  of  the  National  In¬ 
dustrial  Conference  Board,  the  vice  presi¬ 
dent  and  controller  of  H.  R.  Macy  &  Co., 
the  president  of  the  Cotton-Textile  In¬ 
stitute,  the  executive  vice  president  of 
the  National  Retail  Lumber  Dealers’  As¬ 
sociation,  the  chief  economist  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  Manufacturers,  the 
director  of  the  economic  research  de¬ 
partment  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  president 
of  the  American  Iron  and  Steel  Institute. 

Approximately  60  percent  of  the  re¬ 
quests  for  information  coming  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor’s  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  are  from  industry. 

Many  thousand  establishments  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
on  a  voluntary  basis  in  its  surveys  and 
analyses.  Some  have  been  giving  infor¬ 
mation  to  the  Bureau  month  after  month 
for  many  years  for  the  Bureau’s  statisti¬ 
cal  series.  Some  have  been  reporting 
information  in  not  one  but  two  or  three 
fields. 

An  idea  of  the  extent  of  cooperation 
by  industry  with  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  is  given  in  the  following : 

One  hundred  and  ten  thousand  estab¬ 
lishments  report  employment  and  pay¬ 
roll  information  each  month. 

Between  14,000  and  15,000  retail  estab¬ 
lishments  report  prices  of  food,  housefur- 
nishings,  and  miscellaneous  items  for 
inclusion  in  the  Consumers’  Price  Index 
of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

Ten  thousands  establishments  are  co¬ 
operating  this  year  in  occupational  wage- 
rate  surveys,  by  industry  and  by  com¬ 
munity. 

Approximately  11,000  establishments 
report  quarterly  on  accidents;  an  addi¬ 
tional  45,000  establishments  cooperate 
in  the  more  detailed  annual  studies  of 
accidents;  20,000  construction  contrac¬ 
tors  are  now  cooperating  in  a  study  of  the 
causes  of  accidents  occurring  in  the  con¬ 
struction  industry. 


The  above  is  not  a  complete  listing,  by 
any  means,  of  all  the  fields  of  work  in 
which  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  is 
engaged  or  of  the  establishments  coop¬ 
erating  with  the  Bureau. 

To  evaluate  various  uses  of  its  Con¬ 
sumers’  Price  Index,  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  in  the  spring  of  1947  asked  for 
comments  from  each  of  the  nearly  7,300 
persons  and  organizations  then  on  its 
mailing  list  to  receive  the  regular 
monthly  report  on  this  index.  During 
the  first  8  days  after  the  request,  2,344, 
or  1  out  of  3,  of  these  users  replied  with 
suggestions. 

One  of  the  major  conclusions  apparent 
from  tabulation  of  the  returns  was  that 
wage  negotiations  constitute  the  most 
important  single  use  of  the  index.  Re¬ 
turns  on  this  survey  show  that  over 
8,00-,000  workers  are  covered  by  these 
wage  negotiations.  Over  400  users  re¬ 
ported  clauses  in  their  union-manage¬ 
ment  contracts  which  provide  for 
changes  in  wage  rates  based  on  changes 
in  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics’ 
Consumers’  Price  Index. 

Manufacturers  constitute  the  largest 
single  group,  but  there  are  a  number  of 
other  important  users  of  the  index.  In 
terms  of  percent  of  the  total  number  of 
returns  on  the  survey,  users  are  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Percent 


Manufacturers _ 31.  7 

Wholesalers  and  retailers _ 11.  5 

Labor  unions _  9.  6 

Trade  associations _  7.  7 

Local  governments _  7.  9 

Research  organizations _  6.  6 

All  other _ 26.  0 


Twelve  thousand  six  hundred  and 
thirty-six  persons  and  organizations  are 
now  on  the  mailing  list  to  receive  the 
monthly  report  on  the  index. 

These  facts  should  be  sufficient  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  clearly  the  complete  confidence 
which  management  has  been  able  to  vest 
in  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta¬ 
tistics  during  the  many  years  it  has  been 
operating  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
When  large  manufacturers  like  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Motors  Corp.  have  collective  bar¬ 
gaining  contracts  under  which  the 
wages  of  their  workers  are  affected  by 
changes  in  the  B.  L.  S.  Consumers’  Price 
Index,  it  is  obvious  that  they  have  ab¬ 
solute  confidence  in  the  integrity  and 
impartiality  of  this  bureau  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

The  Labor  Department’s  Bureau  of 
Apprenticeship  has  six  national  joint 
management-labor  apprenticeship  com¬ 
mittees.  These  are  policy  recommend¬ 
ing  groups  to  the  Bureau  of  Apprentice¬ 
ship.  Among  their  members  are  such 
management  representatives  as  the  pres¬ 
ident  and  other  officials  of  the  National 
Electric  Contractors  Association;  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Painting  and  Decorat¬ 
ing  Contractors  of  America;  the  execu¬ 
tive  secretary  of  the  Sheet  Metal  Con¬ 
tractors’  National  Association;  the  as¬ 
sistant  managing  director  and  the  man¬ 
ager  of  the  building  division  of  the  As¬ 
sociated  General  Contractors  of  Amer¬ 
ica;  representatives  of  the  Stained  Glass 
Association  of  America;  and  the  presi¬ 
dent  and  secretary  treasurer  of  the  Con¬ 
tracting  Plasterers’  International  Asso¬ 
ciation. 


11533 


1949  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


Through  the  cooperation  of  manage¬ 
ment  and  labor  with  the  Bureau  of  Ap¬ 
prenticeship,  the  Department  of  Labor 
has  established  more  than  40,000  appren¬ 
tice  programs,  having  approximately 
250,000  apprentices  in  training. 

Of  the  approximately  800  State  Re¬ 
employment  Rights  Committeemen 
serving  the  Department  of  Labor’s  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Veterans’  Reemployment  Rights, 
143  were  taken  from  the  ranks  of  man¬ 
agement.  The  State  committees  are 
made  up  of  a  cross  section  of  representa¬ 
tives  of  management,  labor,  veteran  or¬ 
ganizations,  the  professions,  public  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  various  States,  and  heads  of 
Federal  agencies  engaged  in  similar  ac¬ 
tivities. 

In  addition  to  the  eight-hundred-odd 
State  reemployment  rights  committee¬ 
men,  there  are  approximately  3,600  local 
reemployment  rights  committeemen, 
hundreds  of  whom  are  from  the  ranks 
of  management  and  small  business. 

All  of  these  State  and  local  committee¬ 
men  work  without  compensation  in  order 
to  assist  the  Department  of  Labor  in 
the  performance  of  its  statutory  func¬ 
tions  to  help  veterans  in  the  exercise  of 
their  reemployment  rights. 

Cooperating  with  the  program  of  the 
President’s  Committee  on  National  Em¬ 
ploy  the  Physically  Handicapped  Week 
for  the  past  2  years  have  been  many  lead¬ 
ers  in  the  fields  of  business  and  indus¬ 
try.  There  has  not  been  a  single  com¬ 
plaint  relative  to  any  partiality  of  the 
Department  of  Labor  in  this  program, 
which  has  been  operated  cooperatively 
and  on  a  voluntary  basis  in  the  office 
of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  since  August 
1947. 

Chairman  of  this  citizens’  committee 
has  been  Admiral  Ross  T  Mclntire.  He 
has  been  assisted  by  the  executive  vice, 
president  of  the  Air  Transport  Associa¬ 
tion,  the  Honorable  Robert  Ramspeck, 
as  vice  chairman.  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  will  remember  Mr.  Ramspeck  as 
an  able  and  respected  colleague. 

In  the  radio,  newspaper,  and  informa¬ 
tion  group,  no  fewer  than  25  committee 
members  are  representatives  of  business 
interests.  Among  the  members  repre¬ 
sentative  of  national  associations  and  or¬ 
ganizations  some  34  would  easily  fall  into 
a  category  of  executive  or  employer. 

Evidence  of  the  splendid  cooperation 
of  business  with  this  Department  of 
Labor  program  is  the  fact  that  Mr.  Earl 
O.  Shreve  addressed  the  meeting  of  this 
committee  last  December  while  he  was 
president  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce 
of  the  United  States  and  that  Mr.  Earl 
Bunting,  managing  director  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Association  of  Manufacturers,  will 
address  the  meeting  later  this  month  as 
the  representative  of  business.  Both  the 
chamber  of  commerce  and  the  NAM  have 
rendered  excellent  services  as  coopera¬ 
tive  and  voluntary  members  of  this  com¬ 
mittee. 

On  March  23-25,  1949,  there  was  held, 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Department  of 
Labor’s  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards,  the 
President’s  Conference  on  Industrial 
Safety.  This  conference  was  called  by 
President  Truman  through  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  for  the  purpose  of  combat¬ 
ting  our  fearful  toll  of  industrial  acci¬ 


dents,  and  reducing  the  loss  of  life,  pain¬ 
ful  injuries,  and  great  economic  waste 
occasioned  by  such  accidents.  To  this 
conference  came  almost  1,000  persons 
from  most  of  the  States  of  the  Union  and 
Hawaii  and  Canada.  They  came  at  their 
own  expense  in  order  to  participate  in 
this  worthy  program.  The  largest  group 
consisted  of  management  representa¬ 
tives,  who  constituted  42  percent  of  all 
those  present.  They  came  from  the  big¬ 
gest  corporations  in  America  and  from 
the  smallest.  There  were  engineers  of 
coi'porations,  presidents  of  corporations, 
attorneys  for  corporations,  company 
medical  examiners,  safety  supervisors, 
and  many  others  who  are  interested  in 
reducing  industrial  accidents. 

The  executive  director  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  was  Mr.  Vincent  P.  Ahearn,  execu¬ 
tive  secretary  of  the  National  Sand  and 
Gravel  Association.  The  list  of  com¬ 
panies  represented  reads  like  a  Who’s 
Who  of  industry.  They  came  to  help  in 
a  worthy  cause,  and  they  found  no  evi¬ 
dence  of  discrimination  or  bias  against 
business  on  the  part  of  the  Department 
of  Labor.  They  found,  instead,  the 
Labor  Department,  at  the  request  of  the 
President,  initiating  a  program  to  help 
save  them  millions  of  dollars  through 
reduction  of  industrial  accidents  and  to 
help  them  save  the  lives  of  their  work¬ 
men. 

The  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards  has 
utilized  an  advisory  council  composed  of 
management,  as  well  as  labor,  to  carry  on 
an  accident-prevention  program,  and, 
particularly  during  the  war,  it  relied  pri¬ 
marily  upon  hundreds  of  safety  engineers 
lent  from  private  industry  and  paid  by 
private  employers. 

This  record  of  cooperation  between  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  business  and 
industry  constitutes  a  clear  and  dramatic 
refutation  of  the  specious  charges  that 
the  Labor  Department  cannot  operate 
impartially  and  enjoy  the  confidence  of 
management. 

Nor  is  the  Congress  called  upon  to 
assume  that  this  record  of  cooperation 
and  impartiality  will  continue  in  the 
operation  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security.  That  need  not  be  left  to  con¬ 
jecture  because  the  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  was  in  the  Department 
of  Labor  from  1933  to  1939  and  from  1945 
to  1948.  Its  record  while  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  is  clear  and  convincing 
proof  that  it  can  and  will  be  operated 
fairly  by  that  Department.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  job  orders  and  placements 
recorded  in  the  official  records  of  the 
Employment  Service  in  the  years  1945  to 
1948,  when  it  was  in  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment,  show  that  employers  used  the 
Service  more  than  during  any  other 
peacetime  year  since  the  Wagner-Peyser 
Act  was  enacted  in  1933. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  provides 
another  assurance  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  will  operate  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  impartially  and 
effectively.  Under  the  Wagner-Peyser 
Act,  there  was  a  Federal  Advisory  Coun¬ 
cil  established  for  the  purpose  of  “formu¬ 
lating  policies  and  discussing  problems 
relating  to  employment  and  insuring  im¬ 
partiality,  neutrality,  and  freedom  from 
political  influence  in  the  solution  of  such 


problems.”  The  Council  has,  by  statute, 
the  fight  of  “access  to  all  the  files  and 
records  of  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service.”  It  is  composed  of  men 
and  women  representing  employers  and 
employees  in  equal  numbers  and  the  pub¬ 
lic.  Under  the  reorganization  plan  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  President,  this  Council 
will,  by  law,  act  in  the  future  as  to  all 
matters  pertaining  to  both  the  employ¬ 
ment  service  and  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation.  In  this  outstanding  group  of 
citizens,  we  have  additional  assurance 
that  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
will  operate  efficiently  and  fairly. 

The  allegations  of  bias  against  the 
Department  of  Labor  are  never  specific 
and  never  detailed.  They  always  start 
with  reference  to  the  1913  act  creating 
the  Department  and  end  with  generali¬ 
zations  which  are  a  non  sequitur.  These 
arguments  completely  overlook  the  fact 
that  each  act  of  Congress  is  a  law  unto 
itself  and  that  the  mandate  to  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  agency  in  enforcing  a  particular 
statute  is  to  be  found  within  the  four 
corners  of  that  statute.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  the  enforcement  of  pro¬ 
grams  entrusted  to  the  Department  of 
Labor  has  been  other  than  in  accord 
with  the  congressional  intent  as  ex¬ 
pressed  in  the  particular  statute. 

There  seems  to  be  a  general  misunder¬ 
standing  of  the  difference  between  bias 
toward  labor  and  administration  of  a 
statute  passed  by  the  Congress  for  the 
welfare  of  workers.  An  act  of  Congress 
for  the  protection  of  workers  is  a  labor 
law,  but  there  is  no  reason  why  it  can¬ 
not  and  should  not  be  enforced  with  due 
regard  for  the  public  welfare  and  with 
devotion  to  the  public  service.  The  Labor 
Department  enforces  some  statutes  for 
the  protection  of  workers,  but  this  does 
not  mean  it  is  biased  toward  labor.  It 
merely  means  that  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  found  that  workers  require 
protection  in  certain  respect  and  en¬ 
trusted  designated  public  officials  with 
the  job  of  enforcing  the  statute  pro¬ 
viding  such  protection.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  can  neither  increase  nor 
diminish  the  protection  accorded  workers 
by  such  statutes,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
that  it  has  attempted  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  unfair  of 
anyone  to  assume  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  is  biased  because  it  is  carrying 
out  our  mandate  in  labor  statutes.  We 
would  resent  very  deeply  any  implication 
that  we  were  biased  in  enacting  these 
laws.  They  were  enacted  in  the  broad, 
public  interest,  and  they  have  benefited 
our  whole  country.  They  have,  in  fact, 
helped  the  many  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  good  employers  as  well  as  workers. 
Fair  businessmen  have  been  protected  by 
so-called  labor  laws  from  the  unfair 
competition  of  the  small  percentage  of 
unscrupluous  or  chiseling  employers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  your  committee  con¬ 
sidered  carefully  the  testimony  before 
it  with  respect  to  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2.  That  testimony  gave  no  possible 
basis  for  rejection  of  the  plan.  As  a 
lawyer,  I  look  for  evidence  rather  than 
innuendo;  I  look  for  facts  rather  than 
fictions;  and  I  look  for  proof  rather  than 
presumption.  Judging  the  evidence  be¬ 
fore  your  committee  by  these  standards, 
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I  can  come  to  no  conclusion  but  that  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  would 
operate  more  effectively  and  efficiently 
in  the  Department  of  Labor  than  in  the 
Federal  Security  Agency;  that  it  is  more 
nearly  related  to  the  Department’s 
functions  than  to  the  functions  of  the 
Federal  Security  Agency;  that  there  is 
a  reasonable  and  sound  basis  for  the 
Hoover  Commission’s  recommendation; 
and  that  the  Department  of  Labor  is  not 
a  biased  and  partial  agency  and  would 
operate  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Se¬ 
curity  properly  and  fairly.  I  urge  my 
colleagues  to  join  in  rejecting  the  resolu¬ 
tion  against  this  plan  and  in  voting  for 
rebuilding  the  Labor  Department  and 
improving  the  performance  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  of  the  labor  functions  of  the 
Government. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Harvey], 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
question  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
was  before  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments  last 
year.  I  sat  through  those  hearings  with 
a  great  deal  of  interest.  They  formed 
a  very  rich  background  for  consideration 
this  year,  at  least  for  me  personally. 

We  have  heard  a  great  many  charges 
and  countercharges  here  today,  most  of 
them  based  on  the  theory  of  what  might 
or  might  not  happen  should  this  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  go  into  effect.  You  have 
heard  the  history  of  the  moving  about  of 
these  agencies  and  what  has  happened 
during  the  time  that  they  have  been  in 
the  process  of  shifting  about.  I  am 
going  to  speak  primarily  here  in  the 
limited  time  I  have  as  a  person  who  has 
used  this  employment  service  at  the  local 
level.  I  might  add  also  that  it  was  my 
responsibility  when  serving  at  the  State 
level  to  review  carefully  and  to  evaluate 
the  efforts  of  both  of  these  agencies. 

Let  me  say  first  of  all — I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  contention  on  that  issue — 
but  I  want  to  make  the  point  perfectly 
clear  that  I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that 
these  two  agencies  should  be  operated  as 
a  united  agency.  I  think  there  is  no 
contention  on  that  point  but  I  believe 
it  is  well  to  reaffirm  it. 

I  listened  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  who  has  just  discussed  this  issue 
and  I  think  he  did  a  very  good  job  of  it. 
I  will  say  to  him,  however,  that  I  think 
in  part  his  judgment  may  have  lacked 
the  background  of  experience  in  dealing 
with  these  problems  that  would  have 
made  his  observations  a  little  more  per¬ 
tinent  had  he  had  that  background.  I 
am  sure,  of  course,  of  his  sincerity,  but 
I  do  know  one  thing,  and  that  I  know 
for  sure,  because  I  have  had  it  demon¬ 
strated  ably  in  the  past,  that  regula¬ 
tions  for  the  operation  of  these  agencies 
come  from  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency;  and  I  do  know,  point  No.  2,  that 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  charged  with 
the  responsibility  for  looking  after  the 
affairs,  the  interests,  and  the  legislation 
in  favor  of  labor,  just  as  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  is  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  attending  to  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  industry. 

As  a  matter  of  Government  procedure, 
if  you  were  not  going  into  questions  of 
personality,  and  believe  me,  I  am  not, 


despite  the  fact  that  Mr.  Ewing  has  his 
home,  as  he  calls  it,  in  my  district,  I 
think  you  would  agree  that  just  fairness 
of  administration  would  dictate  that  you 
are  going  to  get  fairness  of  administra¬ 
tion  only  when  you  have  the  arbiter 
placed  in  a  neutral  agency.  I  think  that 
is  patent.  There  can  be  no  argument 
about  that.  You  can  argue  from  now  on 
for  the  rest  of  the  time  as  to  what  you 
think  might  happen  and  how  Mr.  Ewing 
or  Mr.  Tobin  would  administer  this  plan. 
I  am  not  here  to  claim  any  particular 
virtues  for  either  one  of  those  gentle¬ 
men,  but  am  holding  to  the  principle 
and, .  as  I  say,  I  have  operated  under 
these  agencies  at  the  local  level,  the  head 
of  the  department  or  the  agency,  which¬ 
ever  one  is  to  administer  this,  does  have 
a  great  power,  through  their  rules  and 
regulations,  to  influence  the  activities  of 
your  local  agencies  or  your  State  agen¬ 
cies,  and  it  is  through  the  Federal  ad¬ 
ministrator  that  we  can  get  a  slanting 
of  the  administration  at  the  adminis¬ 
trative  level,  which  is  the  local  level.  For 
that  reason,  and  I  think  it  is  a  perfectly 
tenable  one,  we  should  not  make  this 
transfer.  I  think  it  will  be  best  admin¬ 
istered  in  a  neutral  agency.  I  have  no 
particular  cause  of  complaint  against 
the  present  administration  of  that 
agency. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
desire  to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  MichenerL 

Mr.  MICHENER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
shall  vote  against  this  resolution.  I  am 
not  a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 
which  has  given  House  consideration  to 
this  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2.  In  these 
days  it  is  physically  impossible  for  a 
Member  to  know  everything  there  is  to 
know  about  the  thousands  of  bills  that 
are  introduced  into  the  House. 

I  have  been  in  Congress  a  long  time 
and  recall  vividly  public  demand,  Presi¬ 
dential  requests,  and  congressional  en¬ 
deavors  to  bring  about  reorganization  of 
the  executive  branch  and  more  efficiency 
and  economy  in  Government.  In  the 
past  there  has  been  much  talk  and  con¬ 
scientious  effort  to  bring  about  these  re¬ 
forms.  Because  of  practical,  prejudicial, 
sectional,  and  personal  views  and  differ¬ 
ences,  nothing  has  happened  up  to  date. 
The  Eightieth  Congress  set  up  the 
Hoover  Commission.  That  Commission 
has  had  adequate  funds,  sufficient,  and 
capable  expert  help,  and  has  made  a 
businesslike,  prolonged,  and  meticulous 
study  of  the  executive  branch  of  our 
Government.  As  a  result  of  this  study, 
the  President  has  submitted  some  plans 
to  the  Congress  and  more  are  to  follow. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  is  not 
united  on  this  plan.  A  majority,  how¬ 
ever,  favors  it.  I  am  sure  the  plan  is  not 
perfect,  and  I  am  just  as  convinced  that 
if  we  wait  until  we  have  a  perfect  plan, 
there  will  never  be  any  reorganization  as 
contemplated  in  the  Hoover  Commission 
objective.  For  my  part,  today  I  am  going 
to  rely  much  upon  faith. 

The  people  of  the  country  are  almost 
unanimously  demanding  that  Congress 
adopt  the  recommendations  of  the 


Hoover  Commission.  True,  none  of  these 
people — yes,  I  say  none  of  these  people — 
so  demanding  are  fully  advised  in  the 
premises.  Neither  this  committee  nor 
the  House  understands  all  the  details 
and  the  many  implications,  much  less  the 
people  throughout  the  country.  The 
Hoover  Commission,  however,  was  com¬ 
posed  of  nonpartisan,  experienced  ex¬ 
perts.  Former  President  Hoover,  in 
whom  the  country  has  much  confidence, 
and  who  has  but  one  objective  in  life, 
to  help  make  this  a  better  world  in  which 
to  live,  and  who  seeks  no  honor  or  politi¬ 
cal  preferment,  and  who  has  had  expe¬ 
rience  as  the  head  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government,  enthusiastically  and 
unequivocally  endorses  this  plan  upon 
which  we  are  soon  to  vote. 

Mr.  Hoover  is  a  Republican.  On  the 
other  hand,  President  Truman,  as  stated 
by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Brown],  is  committed  to  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission. 
He  has  sent  this  Hoover  Commission 
proposal  to  the  Congress  in  the  manner 
recommended  by  the  Commission,  and 
approved  by  the  Congress.  He  urges  the 
adoption  of  this  plan.  Mr.  Truman  is 
a  Democrat.  These  distinguished  men 
who  have  served  as  President  should 
know  what  they  are  talking  about  and  it 
is  to  their  credit  and  to  the  benefit  of 
the  American  people  that  they  speak  in 
unison  as  Americans  and  not  as  partisans 
when  they  endorse  this  particular  reor¬ 
ganization  plan. 

Personally,  an  overwhelmingly  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  people  whom  I  represent  in 
Congress  demands  that  these  recom¬ 
mendations  be  approved  at  the  earliest 
possible  moment  to  the  end  that  taxes  be 
reduced  and  a  more  perfect  government 
result. 

In  my  opinion,  it  will  be  rather  difficult 
for  those  who  vote  against  this  plan  to 
explain  to  their  constituents;  neverthe¬ 
less,  if  I  were  convinced  that  this  plan 
were  positively  not  in  the  best  interests 
of  my  country,  I  should  so  vote,  the 
Hoover  Commission  and  the  President  of 
the  United  States  to  the  contrary  not¬ 
withstanding. 

In  closing,  may  I  express  the  hope  that 
the  President  will  at  a  very  early  date 
submit  to  Congress  the  additional  plans 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  I  am 
persuaded  they  will  not  be  disapproved 
by  the  House. 

(Mr.  MICHENER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

[Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Committee.  His  remarks 
will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  HolifieldL 

(Mr.  HOLIFIELD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
know  the  members  of  the  committee  have 
been  greatly  edified  by  the  speeches  this 
afternoon,  and  I  do  not  intend  to  detain 
you  long.  I  think  there  are  certain  things 
that  should  be  called  to  the  attention  of 
the  Members  of  the  House  that  have  oc¬ 
curred  during  the  debate. 
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May  I  point  out  first  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Keefe],  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck] 
and  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hoffman]  were  all  concerned  with  a 
change  of  function  in  the  unemployment 
service  or  in  the  unemployment  compen¬ 
sation  service.  I  want  to  say  first,  last, 
and  always  that,  as  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  has  told  you,  there  is 
no  change  in  function  in  any  of  these 
organizations  involved  in  the  acceptance 
or  the  rejection  of  this  plan.  There  is 
no  change  in  function  and  there  can  be 
no  change  in  function  unless  the  Con¬ 
gress  takes  action  and  makes  the  change 
in  function. 

One  other  point  I  wish  to  make  is  this: 
The  resolution  of  disapproval  introduced 
by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Hoffman],  House  Resolution  301,  pre¬ 
sents  to  the  House  this  parliamentary 
situation.  If  you  are  in  favor  of  the 
President’s  plan,  if  your  are  in  favor  of 
the  unanimous  Hoover  Commission  re¬ 
port  on  this  plan  No.  2,  then  you  must 
vote  “no.”  In  other  words,  we  are  work¬ 
ing  in  reverse  here  today,  we  are  reject¬ 
ing  the  resolution  of  disapproval.  In  or¬ 
der  to  have  the  plan,  you  must  vote  “no.” 

It  has  been  agreed  by  practically  every 
speaker  and  all  competent  and  disinter¬ 
ested  students  of  this  subject  that  job 
placement  and  job  insurance  are  closely 
joined  for  administrative  purposes  and 
should  be  in  the  same  department,  re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  they  are  in  the  So¬ 
cial  Security  Agency  or  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment.  They  should  be  together, 
everybody  agrees  on  that.  The  point  is, 
where  should  we  place  them  for  the  ut¬ 
most  in  economy  and  efficiency  in  order 
to  put  related  services  together?  Re¬ 
member,  one  of  the  functions  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  was  to  put  related 
subjects  together  in  the  same  depart¬ 
ment  under  one  responsible  head. 

I  believe  it  should  be  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  The  organic  law  of  the 
Labor  Department  includes  the  direct 
mandate  to  advance  the  opportunities  of 
workers  for  profitable  employment. 
Everyone  has  said  that  and  we  all  know 
it  is  orue.  It  is  the  objective  of  the  em¬ 
ployment  service  tc  give  people  jobs,  to 
bring  the  job  to  the  man  and  to  bring 
the  man  to  the  job.  Through  their  com¬ 
pilation  of  labor  statistical  knowledge 
from  throughout  the  Nation  they  are  in 
a  better  place  to  do  it  than  anyone  else. 

If  the  man  is  getting  his  compensation 
check  over  in  the  Social  Security  Agency, 
he  does  not  have  access  to  the  informa¬ 
tion  which  is  available  in  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  as  to  where  the  jobs  are. 
If  you  put  them  both  together,  then  you 
have  the  jobs  available  where  you  can 
direct  them  to  the  man  that  is  unem¬ 
ployed,  and  thereby  save  additional  un¬ 
employment  compensation  checks.  That 
is  the  real  basic  reason  for  this  reor¬ 
ganization. 

Unemployment  compensation  is  not  an 
objective.  It  is  a  tool.  It  is  a  stop-gap 
or  service  to  wage  earners  who  are  un¬ 
employed,  while  they  are  unemployed, 
and  the  quicker  you  can  get  that  unem¬ 
ployed  man  to  a  job,  the  quicker  you  can 
stop  his  unemployment  compensation 
check.  That  is  where  your  efficiency  and 


your  savings  will  come  in,  so  far  as  the 
unemployment  compensation  fund  is 
concerned. 

This  is  not  a  partisan  issue.  I  want  to 
speak  for  just  a  minute  on  the  Hoover 
Commission  reports.  You  cannot  pin 
the  worth  or  the  lack  of  worth  on  Mr. 
Hoover  as  an  individual.  Mr.  Hoover’s 
place  in  history  is  secure.  Some  people 
respect  his  ability  and  some  do  not.  I 
am  one  of  those  who  respect  his  ability. 
I  have  disagreed  with  him  at  times.  But 
when  you  try  to  pin  this  recommenda¬ 
tion  on  Mr.  Hoover  as  an  individual,  you 
are  making  a  mistake.  This  recom¬ 
mendation  is  a  result  of  the  unanimous 
opinion  of  the  12  members  of  the  Hoover 
Commission,  men  drawn  from  Repub¬ 
lican  and  Democratic  sides  of  both 
Houses — men  drawn  from  management 
and  from  labor  and  from  the  Department 
of  State  and  from  the  Secretary  of  Na¬ 
tional  Defense — men  of  that  caliber.  It 
was  a  nonpartisan  recommendation.  So, 
do  not  pin  this  particular  recommenda¬ 
tion  either  on  Mr.  Hoover  or  take  it  off 
of  him.  He  was  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  which  made  the  recommenda¬ 
tion.  Our  own  member,  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown],  and  a  former 
member,  Mr.  Manasco,  represented  the 
House  on  that  particular  Commission. 
The  Commission’s  recommendation  was 
unanimous  on  this.  On  some  of  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  they  were  not  unani¬ 
mous — there  was  disagreement — but  on 
this  one  they  were  unanimous. 

I  do  not  want  to  make  this  a  partisan 
issue,  but  the  Democratic  Party  plat¬ 
form  of  1948  said  and  pledged  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  United  States  that  we  were  go¬ 
ing  to  rebuild  and  strengthen  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  The  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  agrees  fully  with  that  plank  in 
that  platform.  It  is  only  a  step  for¬ 
ward — it  is  not  all  the  steps  that  are 
necessary,  but  only  one  step  forward  to 
do  that  job  to  which  we,  as  Democrats, 
are  pledged. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIPIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Is  it  not  true  that 
there  were  no  representatives  of  labor 
or  of  labor  organizations  on  the  Hoover 
Commission,  but  that  there  were  two 
management  representatives,  one  of 
them  being,  I  believe,  Mr.  George  Meade, 
one  of  the  great  patriots  of  America? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  The  gentleman  has 
stated  a  fact.  We,  as  Democrats,  and 
many  of  the  Republicans,  want  the  La¬ 
bor  Department  to  be  restored  to  its 
rightful  place  in  the  affairs  of  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARVEY.  During  the  course  of 
the  debate  here  on  the  question  of  grant¬ 
ing  this  power  to  the  President,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  other  Members  of  his  own 
party  have  stated  they  were  unwilling  to 
depend  on  the  infallibility  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  judgment  in  matters  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  That  is  right.  We 
are  not  depending  on  any  one  man  on 
this.  We  are  taking  the  recommendation 
of  a  group  of  men.  I  have  differed  with 
my  President  and  I  have  differed  with 


Mi-.  Hoover  in  the  past.  I  expect  to  differ 
with  them  in  the  future,  but  that  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  question.  The 
question  is  on  the  merits  of  the  plan 
which  is  before  us. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  know  whether  or  not  there  was  a 
staff  of  independent  experts  who  made 
an  impartial  study  of  this  question  and 
can  he  give  us  some  information  on  that? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Yes,  I  am  glad  to 
give  the  gentleman  some  information  on 
that.  We  have  had  quotations  from  the 
Brookings  Institution  report  today.  I  am 
going  to  do  a  little  quoting  from  it — the 
part  that  was  quoted  to  you  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wisconsin,  I  believe,  and 
some  of  the  other  speakers.  It  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

The  nature  of  this  issue,  regarding  the 
proper  location  of  the  Federal  agency  admin¬ 
istering  the  employment  service  and  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  precludes  its  settle¬ 
ment  on  a  purely  factual  basis.  The  deci¬ 
sion  must  be  arrived  at  on  the  basis  of  judg¬ 
ment  and  in  the  last  analysis  this  judgment 
must  be  exercised  by  the  duly  elected  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  people. 

That  is  exactly  what  we  are  doing. 
But  now  I  am  going  to  turn  to  another 
page  which  was  not  quoted.  This  is  in 
the  Brookings  Institution  report  on  page 
441.  Here  is  what  they  had  to  say,  and 
I  would  like  to  have  the  Members  get 
this  quotation: 

Employment  offices  and  unemployment 
compensation  are  more  closely  related  to  each 
other  than  to  either  social  security,  educa¬ 
tional,  or  public  health  programs. 

Do  you  get  that?  It  belongs  with  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  not  in  the 
social  security  department. 

The  report  reads  further: 

Both  are  Federal-State  programs  dealing 
with  problems  of  employer  and  employees, 
hiring  and  lay-off,  job  stabilization,  per¬ 
sonnel  and  labor  management  relations. 
Neither  has  any  comparable  relation  to  pub¬ 
lic  assistance  or  grants  to  States  for  educa¬ 
tion  and  public  health. 

The  Employment  Service  (together  with 
unemployment  compensation)  is  a  vital  and 
necessary  segment  of  the  functions  of  any 
agency  charged  with  administering  Federal 
policies  with  respect  to  the  labor  market, 
working  conditions,  and  labor-management 
relations. 

In  other  words,  it  has  business  in  the 
Social  Security  Agency.  Quoting  fur¬ 
ther: 

Old-age  and  survivor’s  insurance  is  a  com¬ 
pletely  Federal  program  with  different  cover¬ 
age  and  different  administration  procedure 
from  the  unemployment  compensation. 

That  ought  to  settle  what  the  Brook¬ 
ings  Institute  report  said  about  it,  but 
they  said  something  else: 

Employment  security  has  a  close  operating 
relationship  with  other  employment  and  la¬ 
bor  functions. 

Just  what  I  said.  The  place  to  put  the 
men  to  work  is  where  jobs  are  located. 

Let  me  go  farther.  The  Brookings  In¬ 
stitute  also  said: 

In  the  States  the  Employment  Security 
Agency  is  not  located  in  the  State  welfare, 
health,  or  education  department,  but  is  either 
located  in  the  State  industrial  commission, 
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or  labor  department,  or  in  a  department  with 
other  labor  functions,  or  in  an  independent 
employment  security  or  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  commission. 

I  will  give  you  the  figures. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Holi- 
field]  has  expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  from  California  five  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  In  15  of  the  States 
the  unemployment  compensation  is  in 
the  State  Department  of  Labor.  In  6  of 
the  States  they  are  in  a  department  with 
other  labor  functions,  and  in  30  of  the 
States  they  are  in  an  independent 
agency. 

Many  of  the  men  who  appeared  before 
the  committee  and  testified  against  this 
plan  came  from  States  where  the  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  was  located  in 
the  department  of  labor  of  their  respec¬ 
tive  States. 

Mr.  TAURIELLO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAURIELLO.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  in  keeping  with  the  reorganization 
plan,  if  we  just  transfer  agencies  from 
one  bureau  to  another  and  thereby  bring 
about  a  greater  degree  of  efficiency,  in 
the  long  run  we  will  save  money? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Greater  efficiency 
and  bringing  related  services  together 
are  two  of  the  three  objectives  of  the 
Hoover  Commission.  The  other  one,  of 
course,  is  economy.  If  you  have  the  first 
two,  you  automatically  get  the  last  one. 
You  get  more  services  for  your  dollar 
and  that  produces  economy. 

Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  people 
who  are  opposing  this  plan  do  not  want 
a  strong  Labor  Department.  They  do 
not  even  want  a  Labor  Department — 
some  of  them;  I  do  not  mean  all  of  them. 
On  the  one  hand,  they  argue  that  the 
Labor  Department  is  weak  and  biased, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  they  want  to 
take  another  function  away. 

It  was  rightly  said  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Keefe]  that  what 
they  could  not  do  by  regular  legislative 
action  they  did  by  riders  on  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill  in  the  Eightieth  Congress. 
It  is  true  that  they  weakened  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  in  the  Eightieth  Con¬ 
gress.  We  are  trying  to  strengthen  it 
in  accordance  with  the  Democratic  plat¬ 
form  pledges  and  in  accordance  with  the 
Hoover  Commission  report. 

So,  in  conclusion,  I  say,  if  you  want 
to  vote  for  the  acceptance  of  this  plan, 
you  must  vote  “no”  on  the  resolution. 
Let  there  be  no  confusion  about  that 
matter. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia  I  Mr.  Burn¬ 
side], 

(Mr.  BURNSIDE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BURNSIDE.  Mr.  Chairman,  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949  does  two 
principal  things.  First,  it  transfers  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  from 


the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  and  with  the  Bureau 
its  Federal  Advisory  Council.  Second, 
it  abolishes  the  Veterans’  Placement 
Service  Board  and  transfers  its  functions 
and  those  of  its  chairman  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor.  I  should  like  briefly  to 
explain  each  of  these  changes  and  indi¬ 
cate  the  reasons  why  they  are  desirable. 

TRANSFER  OF  BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 

The  President  has  long  believed  that 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
properly  belonged  in  the  Department  of 
Labor.  The  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  has  unani¬ 
mously  recommended  that  the  Bureau  be 
transferred  to  the  Labor  Department. 
And  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Administrator  have  both 
concurred  in  that  recommendation. 

Since  the  question  of  the  proper  loca¬ 
tion  of  this  Bureau  has  been  before  the 
Congress  for  some  time,  you  are  no  doubt 
generally  familiar  with  the  agency  and 
the  issues  involved  in  its  transfer.  The 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  admin¬ 
isters  the  functions  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  relating  to  employment  service 
and  unemployment  compensation,  or  un¬ 
employment  insurance  as  it  is  coming,  to 
be  called.  These  are  both  Federal-State 
programs.  Actual  operations  are  han¬ 
dled  by  the  States,  but  the  cost  of  admin¬ 
istration  is  borne  entirely  by  the  Federal 
Government.  The  Federal  role  consists 
mainly  of  the  review  and  approval  of 
State  plans  of  operation,  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  grants-in-aid,  the  conduct  of  re¬ 
search  and  developmental  activities,  and 
the  provision  of  technical  advice  and  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  States.  In  the  case  of 
employment  service,  it  also  involves  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  interstate  clearance  of  la¬ 
bor  and  the  maintenance  of  special  su¬ 
pervisory  and  coordinating  machinery 
with  respect  to  the  placement  of  veterans 
and  farm  workers. 

Employment  service  and  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  are  companion  pro¬ 
grams.  The  first  aids  workers  in  obtain¬ 
ing  jobs  and  employers  in  securing  labor, 
while  the  second  provides  cash  benefits 
when  suitable  employment  cannot  be 
obtained.  Though  both  programs  are 
important,  the  fundamental  concern  is 
to  get  the  unemployed  worker  a  job.  In 
consequence,  the  efficiency  of  the  public 
employment  service  should  be  the 
dominant  consideration  in  determining 
the  location  of  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  in  the  executive  branch. 
This  is  true  even  from  the  standpoint  of 
the  unemployment  compensation  pro¬ 
gram,  for  whatever  speeds  up  the  place¬ 
ment  of  workers  in  jobs  reduces  the  drain 
upon  the  -compensation  funds  and 
lightens  the  burden  of  unemployment 
compensation  levies  upon  employers. 

The  Labor  Department  undoubtedly 
affords  a  much  more  favorable  environ¬ 
ment  for  the  development  of  employment 
service  than  does  the  Federal  Security 
Agency.  The  latter  by  the  nature  of  its 
programs  is  naturally  more  deeply  in¬ 
terested  in  social  insurance  than  in  em¬ 
ployment  service.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  Department  of  Labor  has  the  special¬ 
ized  services  and  personnel  needed  to  aid 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  in 
improving  employment  service. 


Every  bureau  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  has  something  to  contribute  to  the 
effectiveness  of  public  employment  serv¬ 
ice.  Much  of  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  in  particular  bears 
directly  on  employment-service  prob¬ 
lems.  Its  occupational  outlook  program 
produces  vocational  counseling  materials 
used  in  employment  service.  Further,  its 
studies  and  statistical  materials  on 
wages,  hours,  and  qmployment  provide 
valuable  guides  for  employment  service 
officials.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  is  the  source  of  needed  information 
on  labor  standards  and  working  condi¬ 
tions.  The  Women’s  Bureau  and  the 
Wage  and  Hour  Division  have  specialists 
on  employment  problems  of  women, 
learners,  and  some  other  special  groups. 
The  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reemployment 
Rights  assists  in  returning  veterans  to 
their  former  jobs,  and  the  Bureau  of  Ap¬ 
prenticeship  cooperates  with  the  employ¬ 
ment  offices  with  respect  to  recruiting 
and  placing  apprentices.  Conversely,  the 
various  agencies  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  need  the  assistance  of  the  em¬ 
ployment  service  in  performing  their 
functions.  With  their  numerous  day-to- 
day  contacts  with  employers  and  workers 
throughout  the  country  the  public  em¬ 
ployment  offices  are  an  invaluable  source 
of  current  information  on  employment 
and  labor  market  problems. 

In  opposition  to  the  transfer  of  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  the 
claim  has  been  made  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  is  biased  in  favor  of  the 
worker  and  cannot  be  trusted  to  deal 
fairly  with  the  interests  of  employers  in 
administering  the  functions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  with  respect  to  employ¬ 
ment  service  and  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation.  This  claim  ignores  the  fact 
that  the  Department  of  Labor  is  just  as 
much  a  public  agency  as  is  the  Federal 
Security  Agency.  Both  are  controlled  by 
the  policies  prescribed  by  the  Congress. 
Both  are  headed  by  officers  selected  from 
outside  the  labor  movement.  Both  are 
subject  to  the  same  supervision  by  the 
President. 

However,  the  real  answer  to  this 
charge  is  to  be  found  in  experience.  The 
Department  of  Labor  has  administered 
for  years  a  number  of  programs,  such  as 
the'wage-and-hour  program,  the  Walsh  - 
Healey  Act,  and  the  labcr-statistics  pro¬ 
gram,  which  require  absolute  integrity 
and  equitable  treatment  of  both  man¬ 
agement  and  labor.  Had  these  programs 
not  been  fairly  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment,  a  strong  demand  for  their 
transfer  would  long  since  have  arisen. 
Furthermore,  it  should  not  be  forgotten 
that  from  1933  to  1939  and  from  1945  to 
1948  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  was  administered  by  the  Labor 
Department  and  that  the  volume  of  em¬ 
ployment  service  placements  reached  its 
peak  during  the  latter  of  those  periods. 
Again,  had  the  Labor  Department  been 
unfair  to  management  in  its  administra¬ 
tion  of  its  employment  service  functions 
during  those  years,  it  is  obvious  that  em¬ 
ployers  would  have  withheld  their  pat¬ 
ronage  and  placements  would  have 
fallen.  Since  placements  rose  sharply 
instead,  it  is  obvious  that  employer  pat¬ 
ronage  increased  and  that  the  charges 
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of  bias  and  unfairness  were  not  sub¬ 
stantiated  by  experience. 

In  this  connection  it  also  is  worth  no¬ 
ting  that  in  many  States  employment 
service  and  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  are,  and  for  more  than  a  dozen 
years  have  been,  administered  by  labor 
departments.  Among  these  are  several 
of  the  major  industrial  States,  including 
New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Illinois,  and 
Massachusetts.  Together  these  States 
have  between  40  and  50  percent  of  the 
personnel  engaged  in  these  programs. 
Had  administration  by  labor  depart¬ 
ments  proved  detrimental  to  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  management  or  to  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  employment  service  and  un¬ 
employment  compensation  programs,  it 
is  certain  that  an  insistent  demand  for 
removal  from  those  departments  would 
long  since  have  arisen.  Tire  lack  of  ef¬ 
forts  to  effect  such  changes  is  strong  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  absence  of  substance  to  the 
principal  objections  to  this  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan. 

veterans’  placement  service  eoard 

Now  let  me  explain  the  provisions  of 
the  plan  with  respect  to  the  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board.  The  United 
States  Employment  Service  is  required 
by  the  act  which  created  it  and  by  the 
Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944 
to  maintain  a  Veterans’  Employment 
Service.  This  service  is  operated 
through  the  regular  State  employment 
offices  with  veterans’  placement  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  exercising  special  super¬ 
vision  over  the  work.  The  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  does  not  abolish  or  alter  the 
operation  of  the  Veterans’  Employment 
Service.  Rather  it  simplifies  the  ma¬ 
chinery  for  the  administration  of  the 
service. 

The  function  of  the  Veterans’  Place¬ 
ment  Service  Board  has  been  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  policies  of  the  Veterans’  Em¬ 
ployment  Service,  which  by  law  is  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  within  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security.  The  Chairman 
of  the  Board  has  had  the  additional  func¬ 
tion  of  appointing  the  Chief  of  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Employment  Service.  The  Board 
has  consisted  of  the  Administrator  of 
Veterans’  Affairs  as  Chairman,  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Selective  Service  System, 
and  the  head  of  the  department  or 
agency  in  charge  of  the  United  States 
Employment  Service,  now  the  Federal 
Security  Administrator.  Thus,  the  poli¬ 
cies  and  the  selection  of  the  Chief  of  the 
Veterans’  Employment  Service  have  been 
controlled  by  officers  other  than  the  head 
of  the  agency  by  which  it  is  adminis¬ 
tered. 

The  abolition  of  the  Board  will  concen¬ 
trate  responsibility  for  the  policies  of 
the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  in  the 
officer  who  will  be  responsible  for  super¬ 
vising  its  administration  after  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity,  namely,  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
This  will  eliminate  what  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government  referred  to  as  an 
"anomalous  administrative  arrange¬ 
ment”  needing  correction.  More  impor¬ 
tant,  it  will  make  for  better  service  to  vet¬ 
erans  by  fixing  responsibility  and  assur¬ 


ing  proper  working  relations  between  the 
Veterans’  Employment  Service  and  the 
general  employment  service. 

The  Department  of  Labor  was  in¬ 
tended  to  be  the  central  agency  of  the 
Government  for  the  administration  of 
labor  functions,  but  in  recent  years  these 
functions  have  been  scattered  about  the 
executive  branch.  In  the  judgment  of 
the  President  and  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
the  time  has  come  to  reverse  this  process 
and  bring  about  a  more  orderly  and  effi¬ 
cient  organization  of  Federal  activities 
relating  to  labor  problems.  This  plan  is 
an  important  step  toward  the  accom¬ 
plishment  of  that  objective. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  be  permitted  to  extend  their  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  KARSTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
matter  under  consideration  is  one  that 
has  been  before  the  Congress  for  many 
years.  It  is^not  a  complicated  question 
but  in  the  past  it  has  been  the  subject 
of  much  controversy.  The  question  we 
have  to  decide  is,  where  shall  we  locate 
the  Employment  Service  and  the  Bureau 
of  Unemployment  Compensation. 

Since  these  agencies  were  established 
some  years  ago,  they  have  been  moved 
from  one  Government  department  to 
another.  I  do  not  know  of  any  Federal 
offices  that  have  been  more  transferred 
and  moved  around  than  the  Employment 
Service  and  the  Unemployment  Com¬ 
pensation  Division.  At  the  present  time 
both  the  Employment  Service  and  the 
Unemployment  Compensation  programs 
are  being  administered  by  the  Federal 
Security  Agency. 

The  President,  acting  upon  informa¬ 
tion  developed  by  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  on  the  organization  of  the  Federal 
Government  recently  submitted  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  II  to  the  Congress,  rec¬ 
ommending  that  the  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  Unemployment  Compensa¬ 
tion  Division  be  permanently  transferred 
to  the  Department  of  Labor.  When  the 
Department  of  Labor  was  established 
the  Secretary  was  charged  with  the  duty 
of  fostering,  promoting,  and  developing 
the  welfare  of  the  wage  earners  of  the 
United  States,  improving  their  working 
conditions,  and  advancing  their  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  profitable  employment.  This 
Department  is  certainly  the  logical  place 
for  the  Employment  Service. 

Statements  have  been  made  that  if  the 
Service  is  transferred  to  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  it  would  not  be  used  by  em¬ 
ployers  who  feel  the  Labor  Department 
is  prejudiced.  There  is  little  basis  for 
such  an  objection,  because  a  few  years 
ago  when  the  Employment  Service  was 
in  the  Department  of  Labor  it  made  more 
placements  of  woi'kers  than  at  any  time 
in  its  peacetime  histoty.  During  1946, 
when  the  Service  was  in  the  Department 
of  Labor,  it  placed  over  5,000,000  em¬ 
ployees  in  nonagricultural  work.  In  1947 
it  again  exceeded  5,000,000  placements. 
This  certainly  does  not  demonstrate  a 
lack  of  confidence  on  the  part  of 
employers. 
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As  you  know,  when  an  unemployed 
worker  cannot  find  a  position  he  may  be 
paid  unemployment-compensation  bene¬ 
fits.  It  is  conceded  by  everyone  that  the 
primary  purpose  of  the  whole  program 
is  to  find  jobs  for  workers  rather  than 
pay  them  compensation.  The  two  pro¬ 
grams,  finding  jobs  and  paying  compen¬ 
sation,  are  very  closely  related,  and  most 
of  the  witnesses  who  appeared  before  the 
committee  agreed  that  both  services 
should  be  together  in  a  single  agency. 

The  Federal  Security  agency,  which  is 
handling  both  programs  now,  has  done 
a  fairly  good  job,  but  I  believe  improve¬ 
ments  could  be  made  if  the  proposed 
transfer  is  permitted  to  go  into  effect. 
The  Federal  Security  Agency  is  pri¬ 
marily  concerned  with  welfare  programs 
rather  than  employment.  By  placing 
these  offices  in  the  Labor  Department 
the  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  jobs. 
Compensation  will  be  paid  only  where 
applicants  are  unable  to  be  placed  to 
work.  By  bringing  about  better  effi¬ 
ciency  and  coordinating  with  existing 
Labor  Department  facilities,  the  program 
will  be  run  economically.  The  Secretary 
of  Labor,  who  appeared  before  the  com¬ 
mittee,  said  he  felt  that  the  cost  of  op¬ 
eration  of  the  program  at  the  beginning 
will  be  about  the  same  as  it  is  now  but 
that  he  hoped  in  time  to  bring  about 
greater  efficiency  which  in  time  should 
result  in  savings. 

This  proposal  is  in  line  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  to  bring  about  efficiency  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  Service.  The  Commission  has 
recommended  that  like  functions  be 
grouped  together.  Reorganization  Plan 
II  follows  that  recommendation.  If  we 
are  to  ever  bring  about  efficiency  and 
economy  in  the  operation  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  the  time  to  start  is  now.  For 
over  a  year  and  a  half  the  Commission 
on  Reorganization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government  made  an  ex¬ 
haustive  study  of  all  the  Government 
agencies.  The  reforms  they  have  rec¬ 
ommended  can  save  taxpayers  of  Amer¬ 
ica  many  millions  of  dollars  if  they  are 
followed. 

If  by  any  chance  the  House,  this 
afternoon,  rejects  this  reorganization 
proposal  it  might  have  a  very  serious 
effect  on  other  reorganization  plans  in 
the  future.  To  reject  this  proposal 
might  set  a  precedent  to  do  so  whenever 
other  reorganization  plans  are  presented. 
I  do  not  believe  the  House  is  willing  to 
set  this  precedent.  I  hope  the  resolu¬ 
tion  before  us  will  be  defeated  in  order 
that  the  pending  reorganization  plan  can 
become  effective. 

Mr.  DONOHUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
purpose  in  rising  at  this  moment  is  to 
appeal  to  my  colleagues  to  concentrate 
their  attention  on  what  is  now  the  out¬ 
standing  feature  of  this  legislation.  An 
amendment  has  been  included  to  raise 
the  minimum  wage  to  75  cents  an  hour. 
Mainly  because  of  that  fact  it  is  my  in¬ 
tention  to  support  this  measure. 

Our  duty  here  today  is  to  clarify, 
strengthen,  and  extend  the  scope  and 
application  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  and  thus  more  fully  attain  the  de¬ 
clared  policy  of  the  act.  This  policy,  as 
set  forth  in  the  act  itself,  is  “to  correct 
and.  as  rapidly  as  practicable,  to  elimi- 
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nate  labor  conditions  detrimental  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  minimum  standard 
of  living  necessary  for  health,  efficiency, 
and  general  well-being  of  workers.” 

The  figure  of  40  cents  an  hour,  pres¬ 
ently  existing,  was  determined  in  1938. 
Even  then  the  Congress  recognized  that 
the  statutory  minimum  wage  of  40  cents 
an  hour  “does  not  give  a  wage  sufficient 
to  maintain  what  we  would  like  to  re¬ 
gard  as  the  minimum  American  standard 
of  living.” 

I  believe  that  the  overwhelming  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Members  of  this  House  will 
agree  that,  as  the  result  of  the  economic 
development  of  our  country  during  the 
past  10  years,  the  40-cent  rate,  inade¬ 
quate  when  enacted,  has  long  been  out¬ 
moded  as  a  measure  of  the  amount  re¬ 
quired  to  yield  a  minimum  standard  of 
living  for  American  workers.  The  rise 
in  national  income,  farm  income,  produc¬ 
tivity,  and  corporate  profits  clearly  en¬ 
ables  a  very  substantial  permanent  in¬ 
crease  in  the  current  minimum  wage. 

I  am  going  to  vote  for  the  acceptance 
of  this  proposed  75-cent  minimum  wage, 
although  our  economy,  as 'a  whole,  could 
very  likely  support  a  minimum  figure 
much  higher  than  75  cents  per  hour, 
because  it  is  a  step  toward  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  two  basic  purposes.  First,  it 
takes  into  account  and  gives  desperately 
needed  help  to  workers  in  the  lowest 
paying  segments  of  our  industry  and 
in  the  lowest-paid  occupations.  Sec¬ 
ondly,  it  will  more  fully  accomplish  one 
important  purpose  of  the  present  act 
which  is  to  prevent  disastrous  wage  cut¬ 
ting  and  thus  to  bolster  purchasing 
power  against  any  future  recession. 

I  well  realize  there  are  very  many  ob¬ 
jectionable  features  in  this  legislation 
and  I  know  all  of  the  Members  of  this 
House  who  have  the  welfare  of  our  Amer¬ 
ican  wage  earners  at  heart,  appreciate 
that  fact.  The  exemptions  of  so  many 
workers  who  should  be  included  in  this 
legislation  and  the  lack  of  clarity  in  the 
language  of  many  provisions  which 
would,  if  retained,  aggravate  legal  con¬ 
troversy  and  honest  misunderstanding, 
is  regrettable.  Let  up  hope  that,  as 
this  measure  proceeds  through  both 
Houses  of  the  Congress  the  grave  in¬ 
justices  will  be  rectified. 

Let  us  accept  the  vitally  necessary  and 
long  awaited  improvement  of  the  basic 
establishment  of  a  75-cents  per  hour 
minimum  wage  for  our  American  work¬ 
ers  and  then  direct  our  further  efforts 
to  equitable  adjustment  of  the  exemption 
discriminations  at  the  earliest  possible 
moment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  House  does  not  favor 
the  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  June  20, 
1949,  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  on  the  20th  day  of  June  1949. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  resolution  back  to  the  House 
with  the  recommendation  that  it  be  not 
agreed  to. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose,  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Madden,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 


tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration 
House  Resolution  301,  directed  him  to 
report  the  same  back  to  the  House  with 
the  recommendation  that  it  be  not 
agreed  to.  , 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  As  I  understand,  the 
resolution  before  us  is  a  resolution  to 
disapprove  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
which  has  been  adversely  reported  by  the 
Committee.  If  a  Member  wanted  to  vote 
for  the  adoption  of  the  reorganization 
plan  he  would  vote  “no;”  otherwise  he 
would  vote  “aye.” 

The  SPEAKER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Further,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  do  I  understand  correctly  that  under 
the  terms  of  the  Reorganization  Act  un¬ 
der  which  we  are  operating  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  resolution  who  by  that 
resolution  would  seek  to  disapprove  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  would  have  to 
have  218  votes  actually  present  and  vot¬ 
ing  in  order  to  carry  the  resolution? 

The  SPEAKER.  That  is  correct ;  that 
is  the  law,  and  the  Chair  will  take  this 
opportunity  to  read  the  law: 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Except  as  may  be  otherwise 
provided  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section,  the  provisions  of  the  reorganization 
plan  shall  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of 
the  first  period  of  60  calendar  days,  of  con¬ 
tinuous  session  of  the  Congress,  following 
the  date  on  which  the  plan  is  transmitted 
to  it;  but  only  if,  between  the  date  of 
transmittal  and  the  expiration  of  such  60- 
day  period  there  has  not  been  passed  by 
either  of  the  two  Houses,  by  the  affirmative 
vote  of  a  majority  of  the  authorized  member¬ 
ship  of  that  House,  a  resolution  stating  in 
substance  that  that  House  does  not  favor  the 
reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  How  will  the 
Chair  determine  whether  there  are  218 
votes  cast  in  favor  of  the  resolution? 

The  SPEAKER.  By  the  usual  method : 
Either  by  a  viva  voce  vote,  division  vote, 
or  a  vote  by  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  question  is  on  the  resolution. 

The  question  was  taken. 

The  SPEAKER.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
Chair  the  resolution  not  having  received 
the  affirmative  vote  of  a  majority  of  the 
authorized  membership  of  the  House,  the 
resolution  is  not  agreed  to. 

So  the  resolution  was  rejected. 

IQW  OP  RECORD . . 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
it  that  the  permanent 
ied,  as  follows:  In  the 
lay,  page  11432  where 
ppears  in  column  2  on 
ndment,  it  reads:  “On 
It  should  read:  “On 

gave  the  correct  page 
11  but  the  mistake  was 
ting  in  the  Record. 

Without  objection 
scord  will  be  corrected 

bjection. 


Army  and  air  force  vitalization  and 
\  retirement  equalization  act  of 

\l948 

'Mr.  CLEMENTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immedi 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  5925 
amend  the  Army  and  Air  Force  Vitj 
tion  and  Retirement  Equalization .  ‘ 

1948., 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  th£  bill. 
Thq  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman/from  New 
York?\ 

There  being  no  objectio/i,  the  Clerk 
read  thfe  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  eiiacted,  etc..  That  ^ibsection  (b)  of 
section  302  of  the  Army  Air  Force  Vitalization 
and  Retirement  Equalization  Act  of  1948 
is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  words 
‘the  enactment  of  this  sfct”  and  inserting  in 
5ieu  thereof\“July  1,  19# 

Sec.  2.  Thtt  subsection  (c)  of  section  302 
of  the  Army\and  Aii/Force  Vitalization  and 
Retirement  Equalization  Act  of  1948  is  hereby 
amended  by  istrildng  out  the  words  “the 
enactment  of  Ihiy act”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “July  1  1%49.”  , 

Sec.  3.  That  |ne  second  proviso  of  section 
303  of  the  AriOT  and  Air  Force  Vitalization 
and  RetiremeqtlEqualization  Act  of  1948  is 
thereby  amenftled\by  striking  out  the  words 
:“the  date  ot  enactment  of  this  act”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  /leu  th®eof  “July  1,  19497’ 

The  qtll  was  drdered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  iime,  was  read  the  third 
; time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon- 
sider/  was  laid  on  the  table. 

(Jttr.  CLEMENTE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Recor») 

Mr.  CLEMENTE. \  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
bill,  H.  R.  5929,  is  identical  in  language 
with  H.  R.  5508  in  theuorm  in  which  that 
bill  was  reported  to  the  House  on  July  12. 
The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  cor¬ 
rect  certain  inequitiesl  which  have  re¬ 
sulted  in  the  operation  of  the  reserve  re¬ 
tirement  provisions  of  title  III  of  Public 
Law  810,  enacted  last  tear  during  the 
second  session  of  the  Eightieth  Congress. 

As  reported  by  the  Hapse  committee 
on  July  12,  H.  R.  5508  ipontained  the 
identical  language  set  forth  in  the  three 
sections  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  the  bill 
now  before  us.  However,  \ahen  that  bill 
was  taken  up  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Brooks]  offered  an  amendment  at  the 
request  of  Maj.  Gen.  Milton  A.  Reckord, 
chairman  of  the  committee  on  legisla¬ 
tion,  National  Guard  Association  of 
America.  This  amendment,  which  was 
adopted  by  the  House,  added  n  fourth 
section  to  the  bill  which  would  nave  ex¬ 
tended  the  benefits  of  title  III  toperson- 
jnel  of  the  National  Guard  or  Organized 
Militia  prior  to  June  3,  1916.  \These 
groups  were  not  covered  by  the  language 
of  Public  Law  810  enacted  last  yes 
I  would  like  to  point  out  that  theigen- 
tleman  from  Louisiana  offered  \  this 
amendment  in  the  sincere  belief,  as  he 
stated  on  the  floor  at  that  time,  thatlthe 
language  which  he  proposed  would  pot 
affect  more  than  six  individuals 
hence  would  result  in  a  negligible  i\i- 
crease  in  cost. 

I  have  also  been  advised  that  Genen 
Reckord  was  very  definitely  of  the  samj 
impression  at  the  time  when  he  urged 
the  adoption  of  this  amendment  and  it\ 
has  been  a  source  of  great  embarrass- 
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August  12  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Humphrey,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  submitted  the  following 

MINORITY  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  S.  Res.  151] 

The  minority  is  of  the  opinion  that  Senate  Resolution  151,  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  should  be  rejected  by  the  Senate.  In  this  way  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  transferring  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the  United  States 
Department  of  Labor,  will  become  effective  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government. 

SUMMARY  STATEMENT 

The  most  important  problem  our  Nation  faces  today  is  to  maintain 
maximum  employment.  The  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor  will  help  achieve  that  objective 
by  placing  the  employment  service  and  unemployment  compensation 
functions  of  the  Government  in  the  agency  which  analyzes  and  pro¬ 
motes  job  opportunities  as  distinguished  from  merely  giving  financial 
assistance  to  the  unemployed.  During  the  years  1945  to  1948, 
when  the  Employment  Service  was  in  the  Department  of  Labor, 
this  service  received  more  job  orders  and  placed  more  people  in  jobs 
than  in  any  other  peacetime  year  since  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  was 
enacted  in  1933. 

Emphasis  on  finding  the  job  for  the  worker  reduces  the  amount 
which  employers  and  the  public  will  have  to  pay  as  unemployment 
compensation.  Cash  benefits,  although  essential,  are  a  poor  substi¬ 
tute  for  the  earnings  from  a  steady  job  because  they  constitute  merely 
a  fraction  of  the  worker’s  regular  wages.  The  minority  feels  very 
strongly  that  the  prosperity  and  well-being  of  the  worker  as  well  as 
the  extent  of  the  unemployment-compensation  burden  on  the  Nation 
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are  directly  dependent  upon  the  effectiveness  ot  the  Employment 
Service.  The  Congress  should  not  overlook  any  opportunity  at  this 
time  to  increase  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  this  Service.  Such 
an  opportunity  is  presented  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  and  the 
failure  to  recognize  this  fact  would,  in  the  opinion  of  the  minority, 
constitute  a  serious  legislative  blunder. 

The  minority  fails  to  find  any  sound  basis  for  the  statement  of  the 
committee  report  that  the  plan  will  bring  increased  costs  without 
improving  efficiency.  The  task-force  report  to  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  and  the  report  of  the  Commission  to  the  Congress  found  that  the 
Department  of  Labor  has  a  special  understanding  of  Employment 
problems  and  the  operation  of  the  labor  market.  It  possesses  the 
necessary  specialists,  the  wealth  of  information  on  occupations,  on 
employment  trends,  on  wage  rates,  on  working  conditions,  on  labor 
legislation  and  on  other  matters  essential  to  employment  counseling 
and  placement.  These  reports  found  that  the  various  bureaus  and 
functions  of  the  Department  were  interdependent  with  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  and  its  functions  and  that  greater  efficiency 
and  effectiveness  will  result  from  the  coordination  of  all  of  these 
functions  in  the  Department  of  Labor.  No  increased  costs  can  arise 
from  field  operations,  as  charged  in  the  committee  report,  because 
the  Labor  Department  now  has  field  offices  in  as  many  cities  as  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  thus  requiring  merely  a  simple  transfer  of 
personnel. 

The  minority  failed  to  find  any  convincing  evidence  whatsoever 
that  the  programs  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  are  closely 
related  to  the  programs  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency — which  deals 
primarily  with  problems  related  to  the  welfare  of  individuals  as  such 
and  almost  entirely  unrelated  to  individuals  as  workers  in  the  great 
labor  force  of  the  Nation.  This  is  self-evident  merely  from  a  review 
of  the  various  programs  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  such  as 
education,  public  health,  cancer  control,  infant  and  child  care,  food 
and  drug  administration,  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital,  old-age  and  sur¬ 
vivor’s  insurance,  and  special  assistance  to  the  needy,  blind,  the  aged, 
and  dependent  or  crippled  children.  As  was  demonstrated  at  the 
hearings,  findings  jobs  for  workers  and  paying  benefits  for  periods  of 
temporary  unemployment  have  no  real  place  in  a  welfare  program 
and  can  receive  little  benefit  from  or  contribute  little  efficiency  to 
such  a  program. 

The  only  voices  raised  against  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  expressed 
a  vague  and  unsubstantiated  fear  that  the  Department  of  Labor 
would  administer  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  contrary  to 
the  interests  of  employers,  looking  solely  to  the  interests  of  workers 
and  ignoring  the  public  interest.  Some  speculations  envisaged  greater 
costs,  less  efficiency,  and  a  lack  of  confidence  in  or  use  of  the  employ¬ 
ment  services  by  employers  if  Federal  functions  are  carried  out  by 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  through  the  Department  of  Labor.  The 
minority  finds,  however,  that  these  sentiments  were  not  supported 
by  any  concrete  and  credible  testimony.  Not  one  case  of  bias  or 
prejudice  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of  Labor  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  its  various  statutory  duties  was  demonstrated  to  the  committee. 
The  evidence  was  overwhelming  that  greater  efficiency  and  effective¬ 
ness  without  any  increase  in  costs  would  result  from  the  transfer,  and, 
as  pointed  out  the  Employment  Service  was  used  more  extensively 
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by  employers  while  it  was  in  the  Department  of  Labor  from  1945  to 
1948  than  during  any  prior  peacetime  year  of  operations. 

The  issue  before  the  Senate  is  solely  one  of  efficiency  and  effective¬ 
ness  of  Government  operation  and  organization.  The  minority 
believes  that  this  issue  and  the  proposed  transfer  should  be  viewed 
on  its  merits,  consulting  facts  and  not  unfounded  charges  or  imputa¬ 
tions  of  prejudice.  Unless  such  a  course  is  followed,  the  Congress 
will  inevitably  base  its  decisions  on  emotional  pressures,  shaping  its 
course  as  these  pressures  become  evident  with  respect  to  every  recom¬ 
mendation  which  the  Hoover  Commission  has  made  for  reorganizing 
the  Government.  The  minority  sees  little  hope  for  any  constructive 
action  unless  forthright  consideration  of  these  measures  proceeds  on 
a  sound  basis.  The  minority  regards  this  proposal  to  transfer  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor  as 
soundly  supported  by  the  facts  and  as  presenting  a  clear  test  as  to 
whether  this  or  any  other  worthy  recommendation  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  can  survive  the  adverse  political  pressures  of  the  moment 
during  the  consideration  of  these  plans  by  the  Congress. 

A  review  of  the  entire  evidence  appearing  in  the  record  made  before 
the  committee  in  considering  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  fully  sub¬ 
stantiates  the  above  summary  of  the  minority’s  position. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  HOOVER  COMMISSION 

The  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government,  popularly  known  as  the  Hoover  Commission,  was  created 
under  the  authority  of  Public  Law  162  of  the  Eightieth  Congress 
approved  July  7,  1947.  The  membership  of  the  Commission  include 
the  Honorable  Herbert  Hoover,  formerly  Republican  President  of  the 
United  States,  as  its  Chairman,  four  members  drawn  from  Congress, 
and  the  rest  drawn  from  outstanding  individuals  in  public  life,  includ¬ 
ing  two  employers  but  no  representatives  of  labor.  This  Commission 
was  truly  bipartisan  and  impartial  and  cannot  by  any  means  be  con¬ 
sidered  partial  to  labor.  This  Commission  recommended  unanimously, 
among  other  recommendations  relating  to  the  Department  of  Labor, 
that  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  now  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  This  recom¬ 
mendation  was  made  pursuant  to  the  declared  objectives  of  Public 
Law  162  which  included  “consolidating  services,  activities,  and  func¬ 
tions  of  a  similar  nature”  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 
The  Hoover  Commission  stated  that  there  were  “cogent  reasons” 
why  this  agency  and  certain  other  agencies  and  functions — 

should  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  They  are  more  nearly  related 
to  the  problems  of  labor  than  those  with  which  they  are  now  associated,  and  their 
transfer  accords  with  the  Commission’s  first  report  which  recommended  that 
agencies  be  grouped  according  to  their  major  purpose. 

More  specifically  as  to  the  reasons  for  recommending  the  transfer 
of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor 
the  Hoover  Commission  stated: 

It  is  now  generally  agreed  by  both  Federal  and  State  officials  that  it  is  desirable 
to  integrate  fiscal  and  administrative  review  of  the  two  State  programs  under  the 
supervision  of  the  same  Federal  department.  The  placement  operations  are  the 
primary  objectives  of  this  dual  arrangement.  The  paying  of  unemployment 
compensation  claims  is  a  temporary  expedient  until  the  eligible  worker  can  be 
brought  back  into  the  productive  labor  force.  Occupational  analysis,  testing, 
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reporting,  counseling,  and  placement  standards  and  procedures  are  the  principal 
functions  involved.  These  are  employment  functions. 

Employment  offices  and  unemployment  compensation  are  more  closely  related 
to  each  other  than  to  retirement  or  old-age  assistance  or  educational  programs. 
Both  are  Federal-State  programs  dealing  with  labor  force  conditions  and  labor- 
management  relations.  These  programs  have  close  operating  relationships  with  1 
other  employment  and  labor  functions  in  the  Department  of  Labor — with  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  Women’s  Bureau,  the  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship, 
Wage  and  Hour  Division,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards,  and  the  Bureau  of 
Veterans’  Reemployment  Rights.  Personnel  for  these  functions  all  acquire  the 
same  basic  training  in  labor  and  employee  relations  problems. 

The  States  themselves  either  place  employment  security  in  an  industrial  com¬ 
mission  or  labor  department,  in  a  department  with  other  labor  functions,  or 
organize  them  independently.  In  no  State  are  they  merged  with  health,  educa-  ; 
tion,  or  welfare.  In  addition,  more  and  more  States  are  rewarding  employers  with 
good  “experience”  ratings  in  providing  stable  employment.  This  type  of  activity 
ties  in  directly  with  the  kind  of  research  and  planning  performed  by  the  State 
labor  agencies  and  by  the  Department  of  Labor,  particularly  that  of  its  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics. 

An  added  consideration  presented  forcefully  to  the  committee  by  the 
Hoover  Commission  report  is  the  policy  followed  by  the  Congress  over 
the  years  of  steadily  denuding  the  Department  of  Labor  of  its  functions 
during  a  period  in  which  the  labor  policies  of  the  Federal  Government 
have  expanded  broadly.  The  result  has  been  to  set  up  a  host  of 
specialized  labor  services  outside  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  either  in 
independent  agencies  or  as  a  part  of  other  agencies.  Without  even 
considering  the  various  newly  created  labor  functions  vested  in 
agencies  other  than  the  Department  of  Labor,  past  history  has  revealed 
the  following: 

1 .  The  United  States  Employment  Service  was  transferred  from 
the  Department  of  Labor  in  1939  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  i 
where  it  has  remained,  except  for  the  period  of  1945  to  1948; 

2.  The  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  transferred  ; 
from  the  Department  of  Labor  to  the  Department  of  Justice  in 
1940; 

3.  Except  for  the  functions  of  its  industrial  branch,  the  Chil-  ; 
dren’s  Bureau  was  transferred  from  the  Department  of  Labor 
to  the  Federal  Security  Agency  in  1946;  and 

4.  The  United  States  Conciliation  Service  of  the  Department 
of  Labor  was  abolished  and  its  functions  were  transferred  to  an 
independent  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service  by  the  ! 
Labor-Management  Relations  Act,  1947. 

The  report  concludes  that  good  organization  and  the  prevention  of 
waste,  duplication,  and  conflicts  in  Federal  Government  require  the  j 
transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  to  the  Department  of 
Labor,  as  a  sincere  effort  to  achieve  greater  effectiveness  and  efficiency 
of  departmental  and  governmental  operations. 

In  view  of  the  outstanding  impartial  composition  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  and  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  created,  the  burden  of 
proof  clearly  rests  with  those  who  would  turn  down  its  recommenda¬ 
tions.  There  must  be  excellent,  well-substantiated  facts  to  prove  that 
the  Hoover  Commission’s  recommendations  were  wrong. 

Ample  opportunity  was  afforded  by  the  committee  for  all  individuals 
and  groups  to  present  their  various  views,  both  for  and  against  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  2.  This  was  done  by  means  of  telegrams,  letters, 
and  both  written  and  oral  statements  and  testimony  presented  at  the 
hearings.  The  minority  lias  carefully  considered  the  record  before  the 
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committee  and  concludes  that  the  evidence  is  not  of  such  a  character 
as  show  that  the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission  were 
wrong  or  that  the  plan  is  wrong.  To  the  contrary,  as  shown  by  the 
following  summary  the  evidence  strongly  supported  the  position  taken 
by  the  Hoover  Commission. 

IMPLICATIONS  OF  MAJORITY  REPORT 

The  majority  report  of  the  committee,  in  disapproving  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2,  contains  statements  the  effect  of  which  give  the  false 
impression  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  The  report  states 
that  the  Hoover  Commission  did  not  recommend  a  “divergence” 
from  recommendations  because  it  does  not  merge  the  Veterans’  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  with  the  Employment  Service  and  fails  to  include 
seven  entirely  separate  recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
for  strengthening  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Regarding  the  abolition  of  the  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board 
and  the  merger  of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  with  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Service,  the  minority  presents,  for  purposes  of  clarity,  the 
remarks  of  the  Hoover  Commission,  in  full: 

veterans’  employment  service 

At  present,  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  is  nominally  a  part  of  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  but  its  cuief  is  appointed  by  the  Chairman  of 
the  Veterans’  Placement  Service  Board,  who  is  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’ 
Affairs.  The  need  for  correction  of  this  anomalous  administrative  arrangement 
is  evident. 

Recommendation  No.  6 

The  functions  of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  in  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  should  be  merged  with  the  Employment  Service  of  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security. 

From  the  above  it  is  evident  that,  since  the  Veterans’  Placement 
Service  Board  shapes  the  policies  for  the  Veterans’  Employment 
Service,  no  merger  would  be  possible  unless  the  Board  is  abolished 
and  its  functions  are  transferred  to  that  officer  of  the  Government 
who  would  have  policy-making  responsibilities  with  respect  to  the 
Employment  Service.  Upon  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor,  these  policy-making  functions 
would  reside  in  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  Thus  the  performance  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  functions  of  the  Veterans’  Placement  Service 
Board  is  wholly  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  would  also  permit  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
to  merge  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service  with  the  Employment 
Service  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security.  This  is  because  the 
plan  states  that  the  functions  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
including  the  functions  of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service- — 

shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and 
control,  by  such  officers,  agencies,  and  employees  of  the  Department  of  Labor  as 
he  shall  designate. 

Thus  it  is  apparent  that  the  plan  is  consistent  with  the  merger 
recommended  by  the  Hoover  Commission.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  these  aspects  of  the  plan  as  well  as  the  abolition  of  the  Veterans’ 
Placement  Board  has  the  approval  of  veterans’  organizations. 
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As  to  other  recommendations  of  the  Commission,  there  is  of  course 
no  reason  whatsoever  why  the  President  should  submit  in  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  2  all  of  the  recommendations  for  strengthening  the 
Department  of  Labor.  It  is  obvious  that  the  transfer  of  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor,  for  example, 
bears  no  relation  to  a  proposed  transfer  of  the  Selective  Service 
System  to  the  Department  of  Labor  or  to  the  recommendation  that 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  receive  coordinated  authority  to  per¬ 
form  research  now  conducted  by  several  other  agencies.  Such  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission  are  wholly  unrelated  to 
the  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Emplo}unent  Security.  They  involve 
totally  different  factual  and  policy  considerations.  They  must  be 
viewed  separately  on  their  own  merits.  It  seems  to  the  minority  to 
be  entirely  consistent  with  the  Hoover  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  place  these  separate  transfers  in  another  separate  plan  of 
reorganization. 


THE  RECORD  BEFORE  THE  COMMITTEE 

1.  Interdependence  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security 

The  record  before  the  committee  revealed  the  clear  interdependence 
of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  with  the  functions  of  the 
Department  of  Labor,  with  logical  and  appropriate  emphasis  upon 
employment  service  functions. 

The  testimony  showed  that  the  apprentice-training  program,  which 
is  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Apprentice  Training  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  is  dependent  in  large  measure  on  the  Employment 
Service.  Local  employment  offices  cooperate  in  determining  emerging 
labor  requirements  so  that  the  Apprentice  Training  Service  may 
plan  its  program  more  wisely  in  terms  of  the  skills  which  should  be 
encouraged  and  developed.  The  general  labor  market  information 
which  the  United  States  Employment  Service  provides  was  stressed 
as  very  important  in  this  connection,  as  was  the  cooperation  of 
the  local  employment  offices  in  selecting  and  referring  entrants  into 
the  labor  market,  veterans  and  other  workers  who  are  best  qualified 
to  benefit  from  apprentice-training  programs.  The  development  of 
appropriate  labor  skills  under  programs  sponsored  by  the  Bureau 
of  Apprenticeship  was  revealed  as  helping  the  Employment  Service 
in  its  task  of  meeting  the  labor  demands  of  our  industrial  system. 

It  was  also  brought  out  at  the  hearings  that  the  industrial  services 
of  the  Employment  Service  include  advice  on  labor  standards,  such  as 
the  physical  conditions  of  the  plant,  safety  practices,  and  levels  of 
compensation.  The  work  on  labor  standards  for  the  general  labor 
force  was  shown  to  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Standards  in  the  Department  of  Labor,  thus  revealing  a  growing  field 
for  cooperation  between  this  Bureau  and  the  Employment  Service. 

The  concern  of  the  Women’s  Bureau  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
with  the  specialized  problems  of  women  in  our  labor  force  and  the 
increasing  participation  of  women  in  the  labor  market,  accelerated 
during  the  war  years,  was  emphasized  in  indicating  the  importance 
of  a  working  relationship  between  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  the  Women’s  Bureau,  not  only  with  respect  to  labor 
standards  but  also  with  respect  to  special  employment  problems.  It 
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was  demonstrated  that  staffs  in  local  employment  offices  and  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Women’s  Bureau  are  important  to  each  other  in 
studying  and  recommending  solutions  to  employment  problems  of 
women  workers  who  have  started  into  new  fields  of  activity. 

The  Wage  and  Hour  Division  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  which 
is  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act, 
was  shown  as  needing  the  information  and  assistance  which  can  be 
furnished  by  the  Employment  Service  in  determining  the  conditions 
under  which  the  Division  will  permit  limited  exemptions  from  mini¬ 
mum  wage  requirements  for  learners  and  apprentices.  This  is  be¬ 
cause  such  determinations  must  be  made  in  the  light  of  information 
on  the  local  supply  of  skilled  labor  in  the  occupations  for  which 
certificates  for  learners  and  apprentices  are  sought,  going  wage  rates 
in  the  specific  occupation,  and  the  hiring  specifications  of  the  particular 
employer  involved. 

One  of  the  most  important  phases  of  cooperation  was  stated  to  be 
in  the  field  of  research  and  statistics.  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  be  the  beneficiary  of  valuable  data  from  the  local  public  em¬ 
ployment  offices  on  area,  industrial,  and  occupational  employment 
opportunities,  and  characteristics  of  unemployment,  hiring  practices, 
labor  market  conditions,  and  related  information.  Conversely,  the 
benefit  to  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  of  obtaining  from  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  information  on  wages,  hours  of  work,  em¬ 
ployment,  labor  turn-over,  work  accidents,  labor  disputes  and  collec¬ 
tive  bargaining  agreements,  and  other  related  data,  was  clearly  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  committee.  It  was  explained  that  the  United  States 
Employment  Service  relies  on  data  available  from  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  to  develop  the  working  tools,  employment  counseling  ma¬ 
terials,  and  other  information  which  must  be  provided  to  local  employ¬ 
ment  offices  throughout  the  country. 

Furthermore,  counseling  veterans  as  to  their  rights  to  reemployment 
upon  their  return  to  civilian  life  was  also  testified  to  as  an  important 
aspect  of  the  provisions  of  adequate  employment  services.  The  com¬ 
mittee  was  informed  that  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Re¬ 
employment  Rights  in  the  Department  of  Labor  is  carried  on  in  many 
instances  through  field  representatives  whose  work  must  be  closely 
tied  in  with  the  local  public  employment  offices. 

None  of  this  testimony  was  contradicted  in  any  respect  and  received 
additional  support  from  the  Hoover  Commission  task  force  report  on 
public  welfare  prepared  by  the  Brookings  Institution.  Although  this 
report  very  properly  refrains  from  making  a  specific  recommendation 
as  to  where  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  should  be  •located,  it 
nevertheless  points  out  all  of  the  impelling  considerations  which  would 
require  the  Bureau  to  be  placed  in  the  Department  of  Labor  (rept., 
pp.  440,  441,  and  442): 

*  *  *  The  organizational  issue  is  therefore  primarily  a  question  of  location 

and  coordination.  The  main  points  of  controversy  were  (1)  whether  employment 
security  should  be  administered  in  connection  with  other  labor  and  employment- 
relations  functions,  rather  than  in  connection  with  other  social  security,  educa¬ 
tional,  and  public-health  functions;  (21  whether  the  Secretary  of  Labor  should 
be  entrusted  with  administering  the  certification  and  administrative  functions 
under  title  III  of  the  Social  Security  Act  when  he  is  charged  with  “fostering  and 
promoting  the  welfare  of  wage  earners  and  their  opportunities  for  profitable 
employment.” 
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With  respect  to  the  first  point: 

1.  Employment  offices  and  unemployment  compensation  are  more  closely 
related  to  each  other  than  to  other  social  security,  educational,  or  public  health 
programs.  Both  are  Federal-State  programs  dealing  with  problems  of  employers 
and  employees,  hiring  and  lay-off,  job  stabilization,  personnel,  and  labor-manage¬ 
ment  relations.  Neither  has  any  comparable  relations  to  public  assistance  or 
grants  to  States  for  education  and  public  health.  Old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
is  a  completely  Federal  program,  with  different  coverage  and  different  adminis¬ 
trative  procedures  from  unemployment  compensation.  Insofar  as  old-age  in¬ 
surance  might  be  merged  with  unemployment  compensation  as  to  coverage,  it 
would  have  a  closer  administrative  relation  to  wage  experience  and  conditions 
of  employment  than  to  education,  public  health,  or  public  assistance. 

2.  Employment  security  has  close  operating  relationships  with  other  employ¬ 
ment  and  labor  functions:  In  research  with  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  and  the 
Women’s  Bureau,  in  training  with  the  Apprentice  Training  Service,  in  conditions 
of  employment  with  the-  Wage  and  Hour  Division  and  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Standards. 

3.  In  the  States,  the  employment  security  agency  is  not  located  in  the  State 
welfare,  health,  or  education  department,  but  is  either  located  in  the  State  industrial 
commission  or  labor  department  (15  States),  in  a  department  with  other  labor 
functions  (6  States),  or  in  an  independent  employment  security  or  unemployment 
compensation  commission  (30  States).  The  States  thus  either  consider  employ¬ 
ment  security  as  an  employment  function  requiring  coordination  with  other  such 
functions,  or  give  it  a  separate  status.  They  do  not  merge  it  with  public  assistance, 
health,  or  education. 

4.  Personnel  engaged  in  employment  service  and  unemployment  compensation 
problems  acquire  the  same  basic  training,  familiarity,  and  experience  with  labor 
and  employee  relations  problems,  and  do  not  develop  professional  interest  or 
concern  with  problems  and  techniques  of  public  health,  education,  or  welfare 
administration.  Neither  employers  nor  employees  wish  public  policies  concerning 
their  interests  to  be  administered  from  a  professional  social  worker  viewpoint. 

5.  The  Employment  Service  (together  with  unemployment  compensation)  is  a 
vital  and  necessary  segment  of  the  functions  of  any  agency  charged  with  adminis¬ 
tering  Federal  policies  with  respect  to  the  labor  market,  working  conditions,  and 
labor-management  relations. 

2.  The  cost  of  operations  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  in  the 
Department  of  Labor 

The  testimony  is  replete  with  evidence  that  it  will  be  possible,  when 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  is  placed  in  the  Department  of 
Labor,  to  coordinate  the  Employment  Service  functions  with  those  of 
other  bureaus  of  the  Department  on  a  day-to-day  basis,  thus  making 
a  sizable  reduction  in  the  amounts  which  have  to  be  paid  out  to 
unemployed  workers  in  the  form  of  unemployment  compensation. 
Although  some  charges  were  made  as  to  increased  costs,  particularly 
with  reference  to  the  regional  operations  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security,  the  record  shows  that  the  Department  of  Labor  maintains 
field  offices  and  regional  staffs  in  as  many  cities  as  does  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  and  that  all  except  one  of  the  cities  are  identical. 
Thus  it  would  appear  that,  with  minor  adjustments,  the  Department 
of  Labor  can  operate  as  efficiently  and  effectively  in  the  field  as  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  does  at  the  present  time. 

The  testimony  was  emphatic  that  it  will  not  cost  any  more  to 
administer  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  in  the  Department  of 
Labor  for  the  present  work  load  and  that  the  close  day-to-day  working 
of  the  interdependent  bureaus  of  the  Labor  Department  and  the 
bureau  of  Employment  Security  will  give  the  Government  more 
efficient  and  more  effective  use  out  of  every  dollar  invested  in  the 
bureaus  now  in  the  Department  of  Labor  as  well  as  in  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security. 
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3.  Other  effects  oj  the  transfer 

The  record  before  the  committee  effectively  refutes  miscellaneous 
charges  of  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  the 
various  contentions  that,  as  a  result,  the  Department  of  Labor  will 
lose  the  confidence  of  employers  in  the  Employment  Service,  or 
weight  its  policies  to  favor  labor  by  requiring  payment  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  benefits  to  strikers,  by  changing  or  abolishing  the  merit  rating 
system  or  by  other  measures. 

No  evidence  before  the  committee  revealed  any  specific  instances  of 
bias  or  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the  Department.  The  testimony  of 
the  Honorable  Herbert  Hoover  on  this  subject  is  worth  noting: 

I  do  not  think  any  reasonable  employer  would  have  prejudices  on  that  account. 
In  any  event,  I  do  not  see  any  differences  which  will  arise  in  the  administration  of 
a  bureau  wherever  it  is.  I  do  not  believe  that  an  employer  ought  to  have  any 
less  confidence  in  the  objectivity  of  the  Labor  Department  than  the  Federal 
Security  Agency.  If  there  is  such  criticism  the  employer  ought  to  realize  that 
these  bureaus  placed  in  the  Labor  Department  will  be  under  the  more  vivid  search¬ 
light  of  public  opinion,  than  if  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  whose  major  pur¬ 
poses  are  not  related  to  the  subject  *  *  *. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  Labor  Department  is  a  prejudiced  Department  advo¬ 
cating  one  aspect  of  American  life  any  more  than  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
We  have  to  believe  that  the  departments  of  the  Government  are  going  to  act  on 
behalf  of  all  the  citizens  of  the  country,  and  that  the  searchlight  of  public  opinion 
and  the  action  of  Congress  will  keep  them  on  that  track.  Certainly  I  do  not  like 
to  see  a  poor  administrative  structure  just  because  of  prejudice. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  gave  full  assurances  that  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  will  be  operated  in  the  Department  of  Labor  in 
the  same  impartial  manner  as  it  now  operates  and  by  the  same  impar¬ 
tial  personnel,  including  the  present  Director,  Mr.  Goodwin,  who  now 
operates  it.  The  Secretary  called  attention  to  the  Federal  Advisory 
Council  established  by  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  and  to  his  request  that 
this  Advisory  Council,  which  now  advises  only  as  to  the  Employment 
Service,  also  act  in  the  future  as  to  all  matters  pertaining  to  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation.  The  evidence  showed  that  this  Council  has 
by  statute  the  purpose — - 

of  formulating  policies  and  discussing  problems  relating  to  employment  and 
insuring  impartiality,  neutrality  and  freedom  from  political  influence  in  the 
solution  of  such  problems. 

The  Council  has,  by  statute,  the  right  of— 

access  to  all  the  files  and  records  of  the  United  States  Employment  Service. 

The  Council  is  composed  of  35  men  and  women  representing  employers 
and  employees  in  equal  numbers  and  the  public,  all  of  them  leading 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  The  Secretary  stated  that  he  would 
be  under  a  statutory  duty  to  consult  the  Council,  if  the  plan  is 
approved,  thus  giving  added  assurance  of  impartiality. 

The  record  also  made  it  clear  that  the  authority  of  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  stems  from  many  different  statutes  covering  various  fields  of 
departmental  activity,  each  statute  to  be  interpreted  solely  in  the 
light  of  its  specific  language.  Examples  of  these  statutes  were  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act,  the  Walsh-Healey  Public  Contracts  Act,  certain 
child  labor  provisions  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  the  statute 
creating  the  Women’s  Bureau,  the  various  statutory  provisions  which 
create  and  give  authority  for  the  operation  of  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  the  provisions  of  the  Selective  Service  Act  of  1940  which 
relate  to  veterans’  reemployment  rights  and  statutory  provisions 
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prescribing  the  duties  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  with  respect  to 
apprentice  training. 

Similarly,  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  administration  of  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  must  be  governed  solely  by  the  provisions  of 
the  Wagner-Peyser  Act,  the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act,  the 
Social  Security  Act,  and  the  Federal  Unemployment  Tax  Act.  If 
the  Bureau  should  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor,  then 
it  was  made  abundantly  clear  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  must  be 
guided  by  these  statutes  and  these  statutes  alone  in  formulating 
policies  and  making  determinations  with  respect  to  employment 
service  and  unemployment  compensation. 

These  statutes  leave  the  administrator  with  comparatively  little 
discretion  as  to  State  activities.  As  long  as  the  State  laws  and  tin* 
State  operations  meet  the  specific  standards  set  out  in  the  Federal 
law  the  State  systems  must  be  approved  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  Federal  aid  must  be  granted  to  the  States.  Since  the  Federal 
law,  for  example,  specifically  leaves  to  the  States  the  question  of 
paying  unemployment  benefits  to  strikers,  no  funds  may  be  denied 
to  the  States  because  they  do  not  permit  such  payments. 

With  regard  to  experience  rating,  the  testimony  was  abundantly 
clear  that,  for  all  practical  purposes,  the  State  officials  can  read  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  statute,  submit  a  plan  for  experience  rating, 
complying  with  the  standards  of  the  statute  and  that  plan  must  be 
approved.  For  example,  the  Federal  Unemployment  Tax  Act  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  3  percent  tax  on  employers’  pay  rolls.  All  except 
tliree-tenths  of  1  percent  of  this  tax  may  be  offset  by  payments  made 
by  the  employer  under  the  State  law.  The  Federal  law  in  addition 
provides  that  the  employer  shall  be  allowed  credits  with  respect  to 
a  reduced  rate  permitted  by  State  law  on  an  experience-rating  basis. 
This  is  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  the  experience-rating  system. 
The  Federal  law  spells  out  clearly  defined  standards  which  the  experi¬ 
ence-rating  system  must  meet.  When  these  standards  are  met  addi¬ 
tional  credits  must  be  allowed  within  the  range  between  zero  percent 
and  2.7  percent. 

Under  the  above  circumstances  it  is  apparent  that  no  administra¬ 
tive  agency  can  legally  abolish  the  experience  rating  system  or  pre¬ 
vent  any  State  from  adopting  such  a  system.  The  protection  for  the 
system  has  been  written  by  the  Congress  into  the  law.  Congress 
alone  may  change  or  abolish  this  protection.  Neither  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  nor  the  Department  of  Labor  may  do  so. 

The  minority  found  no  foundation  for  the  claim  that  employers 
would  be  reluctant  to  use  the  employment  service  if  it  were  in  the 
Department  of  Labor.  One  of  the  witnesses  who  advanced  these 
charges,  for  example,  nevertheless  freely  admitted  that  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  in  the  Department  of  Labor  had  the  complete  con¬ 
fidence  of  employer  groups.  He  stated  that: 

The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  has  over  the  years  developed  a  reputation  for 
such  objectivity  and  its  findings  are  generally  accepted  by  management,  by  labor, 
and  by  other  groups.  It  has  gone  out  of  its  way  to  consult  outside  impartial 
experts  to  test  its  performance. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  testified  that — 

more  than  40,000  employers,  both  large  and  small,  have  cooperated  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  establishing  more  than  40,000  apprentice  programs  having  approximately 
250,000  apprentices  under  training.  Many  management  associations,  colleges. 
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universities,  and  labor  organizations  have  requested  and  received  special 
study  data  from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  at  cost.  Hundreds  of  thousands 
of  employers  regularly  cooperate  with  the  Department  in  supplying  it  with  infor¬ 
mation  necessary  to  its  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  program. 

This  contention  that  employers  would  fail  to  use  these  services  in 
the  Department  of  Labor  is,  in  the  opinion  of  the  minority,  effectively 
laid  at  rest  by  the  undisputed  fact,  developed  at  the  hearings  that  the 
job  orders  and  placements  recorded  in  the  official  records  of  the 
Employment  Service  in  the  years  1945-48  (when  the  Employment 
Service  was  in  the  Department  of  Labor)  show  that  employers  used 
this  service  more  than  at  any  other  peacetime  year  since  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act  was  enacted  in  1933.  In  this  connection  Mr.  Goodwin, 
Director  of  the  United  States  Employment  Service  while  it  was  in  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  present  Director  of  Employment  Security 
testified  that  while  he  was  in  the  Department  of  Labor  he  had  been 
under  no  pressure  from  the  Secretary  of  Labor  or  other  officials  to  do 
other  than  an  impartial  and  unbiased  job.  Even  witnesses  who 
opposed  the  plan  were  frank  to  admit  that  Mr.  Goodwin  has  adminis¬ 
tered  the  program  with  complete  impartiality. 

CONCLUSION 

The  minority  believes  that  the  above  facts  presented  from  the  record 
speak  eloquently  by  themselves  in  favor  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2. 
The  position  of  those  supporting  Senate  Resolution  No.  151  is,  in  our 
judgment,  untenable.  On  at  least  two  prior  occasions  this  issue  has 
been  presented  in  whole  or  in  part  to  the  Senate.  In  1947,  when  the 
proposal  was  to  place  the  Employment  Service  permanently  in  the 
Department  of  Labor,  not  one  employer  objected  to  the  plan.  In  1948 
when  the  proposal  was  to  place  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
in  the  Department  some  employer  spokesmen  expressed  the  same 
general  fears  as  are  found  in  the  present  record  but  the  committee 
considering  the  matter  at  that  time  concluded  that— 

No  testimony  before  the  committee  reveals  a  single  instance,  or  any  other  con¬ 
crete  evidence,  to  support  the  fear  that  prejudice  would  govern  the  actions  of  the 
Department  of  Labor  in  the  administration  of  the  subject  programs. 

Nothing  new  or  different  has  been  added  by  the  present  record  to 
support  the  opposition  to  the  present  plan. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Hoover  Commission  has  in  the  meantime 
spent  almost  2  years  and  almost  $2,000,000  of  the  taxpayers’  money 
making  at  the  express  direction  of  the  Congress  an  intensive  and  de¬ 
tailed  study  of  effective  Government  organization.  It  has  made  its 
recommendations,  one  of  which  is  embodied  in  plan  No.  2,  and  it  has 
supported  the  plan  with  the  most  detailed  factual  report  which  has 
ever  been  presented  to  any  Senate  committee  on  this  subject.  If  the 
plan  is  disapproved  by  the  Senate  in  the  light  of  the  record  made  before 
the  committee,  the  minority  can  only  conclude  that  unfounded  fears 
have  prevailed  over  common  sense  and  sound  Government  organiza¬ 
tion. 


Hubert  H.  Humphrey. 


!  '  ,  '  ■'!;>, 
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Xyhe  letter  from  the  Chief  Commissioner 
omtoe  Indian  Claims  Commission  follows: 

\  Indian  Claims  Commission, 

\  Washington,  D.  C. 

Hon.  J&*in  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in^he  Executive  Departments, 

Jnited  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  McClellan:  Your  letter  of 
May  23  has  beenf- received  together  with  the 
enclosed  two  printed  documents  based  on 
reports  and  task-fierce  appendixes  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch  of  the  Government.  We  have 
noted  the  reque;  in  yotir  letter  for  a  report 
from  this  establishment  relative  to  the 
application  of  the  various 'recommendations 
and  textual  discussions  in  the  Commission 
reports  which  affect  our  establishment  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  and  have  also  noted 
your  statement  that  you  are  Interested  in  ob¬ 
taining  our  comments  relative  to  prospective 
implementation  of  recommendations  con¬ 
tained  in  such  reports. 

The  printed  documents  above  referred  to 
which  were  enclosed  in  your  letter  do  not 
contain  any  reference  to  the  Indian  Claibas 
Commission  or  any  recommendations  which, 
appear  to  affect  it.  N 

The  Indian  Claims  Commission  is  judicial 
in  character  and  is  a  temporary  organiza¬ 
tion,  limited  to  an  existence  of  10  years  from 
April  10,  1947.  Public  Law  726,  Seventy- 
ninth  Congress,  chapter  959,  second  session, 
by  which  the  Commission  was  created  and 
established  provides  that  the  Commission 
shall  have  Jurisdiction  to  hear  and  deter¬ 
mine  certain  designated  claims  against  the 
United  States  on  behalf  of  any  Indian  tribe, 
band,  or  other  identifiable  group  of  Amer¬ 
ican  Indians  residing  within  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  United  States  or  Alaska. 

When  the  enacting  clause  of  the  bill 
creating  the  Indian  Claims  Commission  was 
originally  drawn,  it  contained  a  provision 
that  "there  is  hereby  created  and  estab¬ 
lished  an  Independent  agency  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government,  to  be  known 
as  the  Indian  Claims  Commission.”  (Hear¬ 
ings  before  the  Committee  on  Indian  Affairs, 
House  of  Representatives,  79th  Cong.,  1st 
sess.,  p.  140). 

This  was  amended  by  Congress  by  striking 
out  the  above  underscored  language,  with 
the  explanation  for  this  amendment  as 
follows : 

“The  amendment  here  suggested  would 
delete  language  which  appears  to  have  no 
legal  significance  and  is  not  entirely  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  functions  of  the 
Indians  Claims  Commission.  The 
sion  would  in  effect  serve  as  the  agent  of  the 
Congress  to  pass  upon  the  merits  of  Indi; 
tribal  claims,  and  its  final  determinations 
would  be  embodied  in  reports  to  the  Con 
gress.  Its  work  would  be  abjudical^fry  in 
character,  its  procedures  would  follow  those 
of  the  legislative  courts  established  by  the 
Congress,  and  its  determinationsywould  not 
be  subject  to  executive  control 

The  Indian  Claims  Commission  is  a  small 
agency  at  present,  comprising  but  11  per¬ 
sons,  including  the  three  Commissioners.  Its 
personnel,  supply,  and  amounting  activities 
are  relatively  simple,  and  do  not  appear  to 
require  a  change  frony'present  methods. 

The  concluding  reobrt  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of ,toe  Executive  Branch  of 
the  Government,  submitted  to  the  Congress 
bn  May  20,  194^f  contains  on  page  71  the 
following : 

"M.  SOCIAL/SECUEITY,  EDUCATION,  INDIAN 
AFFAIRS 

"We  reoommend  that  the  Federal  Security 
Agency J6e  abolished  and  that  a  new  depart¬ 
ment  jfi  Cabinet  rank  be  created  to  include 
the  following  activities: 

>  *  •  *  • 

'l,3.  A  service  to  include  the  activities  of 
(he  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  to  be  trans¬ 


ferred  from  the  Interior  Department.  The 
Indian  Claims  Commission  should  be  at¬ 
tached  to  the  Indian  Affairs  Service  as  an 
appeal  board  with  independent  powers  of 
review  on  Indian  Claims.”  A  footnote  states, 
“This  recommendation  is  made  here  for  the 
first  time  and  does  not  appear  in  any  other 
Commission  report.” 

We  respect  the  services  rendered  by  the 
Commission  on  the  Organization  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Branch  of  the  Government  but  we 
are  constrained,  respectively,  to  disagree  with 
this  recommendation.  This  Commission  is 
endeavoring  to  perform  the  work  of 
hearing  and  determining  the  claims  of  In¬ 
dian  tribes,  bands,  and  other  identifiable 
groups  of  American  Indians,  in  strict  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  law  under 
which  it  was  created.  It  has  established  and 
promulgated  rules  of  procedure  governing  the 
presentation  hearing,  and  determination  of 
said  claims.  Many  petitions  have  been  filed 
pursuant  to  the  statute  and  in  compliance 
with  the  rules  of  procedure,  and  numerous 
hearings  have  been  held.  Rulings  have  been 
made  on  a  variety  of  subjects,  a  number  of 
claims  have  been  determined,  formal  opin¬ 
ions  have  been  written  and  published,  and 
in  several  instances  appeals  have  been  taken 
from  the  Commission’s  decisions  to  the  Court 
.  of  Claims  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
e,f  the  law  establishing  the  Commission.  If- 
this  Commission’s  functions  are  changed  to 
those  of  an  appellate  or  reviewing  body,  .tin- 
other  establishment  necessarily  musjl*  be 
created  to  conduct  the  proceedings  which 
this  Commission  shall  review.  This  Com¬ 
mission  If  now  functioning  in  art  orderly 
manner  in  toe  carrying  out  of  the  duties  with 
which  Congress  has  charged  it,  and  it  is  our 
opinion  that  rip  good  purpose  would  be  served 
in  making  the  change  recortymended  in  the 
concluding  repoft,  above  referred  to. 

It  is  the  desire 
operate  with  you 


Commission  to  co- 
e  above  comments 
ed  in  line  with  this 


PATENT  IN  FEE  TO  LEO  FARWELL  GLENN 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of/the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  hill  (S. 
520)  to  authorize  and  direct  th ^Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  issue  toJLeo  Par- 
well  Glenn,  a  Crow  allottee,  ^/patent  in 
fee  to  certain  lands,  which  Was,  on  page 
2,  line  5,  after  “acres”  to  jinsert  a  colon 
and  the  following  provis 

Provided,  That  when  tire  land  herein  de¬ 
scribed  is  offered  for  sane,  the  Crow  Tribe, 
or  any  Indian  who  is  a/member  of  said  tribe, 
shall  have  90  days  iryVhich  to  execute  pref¬ 
erential  rights  to  pfiirchase  said  tract  at  a 
price  offered  to  t tfe  seller  by  a  prospective 
buyer  willing  and  able  to  purchase. 

Mr.  0’MAH6NEY.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  House  Amendment  to  a  Senate  bill 
granting  /£  patent  in  fee  to  a  Crow  In¬ 
dian.  T'move  that  the  Senate  concur 
in  the^mendment  of  the  House. 

The'  motion  was  agreed  to. 


are  respectfully  sub 
desire. 

Sincerely  yo, 

E.  Witt, 
lommissioner, 

AMENDMENT  OF  VETERANS' 'PREFERENCE 
ACT  OF  ,4944  RELATING  TO  CERTAIN 
MOTHERS  OF  VETERANS 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  temple  laid 
before  the  Senate  the  amendments  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bifh(S. 
974)  to  amend  the  Veterans’  Preference 
Act  of  1944  with  respect  to  certain 


proposed  ^mothers  of  veterans,  which  was,  on  pageV 
Commis-  /  2  line  3,  to  strike  out  “legally.” 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  the 
message  which  the  Chair  has  laid  before 
the  Senate  concerns  a  private  bill  deal¬ 
ing  with  a  matter  upon  which  the  Senate 
has  already  acted.  One  word  has  been 
changed  by  the  House,  which  has  no 
widespread  effect.  I  therefore  move 
that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  House 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  explain  the  amendment  in 
more  detail? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  This  is  a  bill  which 
gives  a  preference  to  a  widow  who  has 
lost  her  only  son  in  the  service  of  the 
United  States.  The  House  struck  out 
the  word  “legally,”  which  means  if  she 
is  separated  from  her  husband,  and  de¬ 
pending  on  herself  only  for  support,  she 
gets  the  preference. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  no  objection. 
The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Maryland. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 


VTENT  IN  FEE  TO  JOHN  GRAYEAGLE 

/' The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid 
,-before  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
/  House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill 
(S.  1361)  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  issue  to  John 
Grayeagle  a  patent  in  fee  to  certain  land, 
which  was,  in  line  9,  after  “25”  insert 
a  colon  and  the  following  proviso: 

Provided,  That  when  the  land  herein  de¬ 
scribed  is  offered  for  sale,  the  Standing  Rock 
Sioux  Tribe,  or  any  Indian  who  is  a  member 
of  said  tribe,  shall  have  90  days  in  which  to 
execute  preferential  rights  to  purchase  said 
tract  at  a  price  offered  to  the  seller  by  a 
prospective  buyer  willing  and  able  to  pur¬ 
chase. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  will  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  inform  the  Senate 
what  this  bill  is? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  It  is  a  Senate  bill 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  issue  a  patent  in  fee  to  an  Indian. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  no  objection. 
Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the  House 
amendment. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

ADDITION  OF  CERTAIN  LANDS  TO  BIG 
BEND  NATIONAL  PARK,  TEX. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ssibmit  a  conference  report  on  House 
bill,  2877,  to  authorize  the  addition  ol 
certain  lands  to  the  Big  Bend  National 
Park  In  the  State  of  Texas,  and  I  ask 
unanimfcms  consent  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate^ 

The  report  w&s  read  as  follows: 

The  committee  dt  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  tfie  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Sertate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
2877)  to  authorize  theSrtddition  of  certain 
lands  to  the  Big  Bend  National  Park,  in  the 
State  of  Texas,  and  for  other  purposes,  hav¬ 
ing  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do\ecommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follov 

That  the  House  recede  from  ft§  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  language  insetted  by 
the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  "Provided,  however,  That  the  aggregate 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government  of  proper¬ 
ties  acquired  hereafter  and  under  the  prd- 
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aslons  hereof  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of 
o,000";  and  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 
Joseph  C.  O'Mahoney, 

J.  E.  Murray, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Hugh  Butler, 

\  E.  D.  Millikin, 

ufanagers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

J.  Hardin  Peterson, 

\  John  R.  Murdock, 

\  Ken  Regan, 

\  Fred  L.  Crawford, 

Wm.  Iemke, 

Managerkon  the  Part  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  tb  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  conference  report? 

There  being  nonobjection,  the  report 
was  considered  and  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WHERRY  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  may  I  inquire  about  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  report. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I\  relates  to  the 
Big  Bend  National  Park  in  Texas.  The 
Senate  amended  the  Hou^fe  bill  so  as  to 
provide  that  the  land  purcrmsed  should 
not  involve  more  than  $10,000;  and  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  ^louse  ac¬ 
cepted  the  amendment,  with  a\ittle  ad¬ 
justment. 

SALE  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS  IN  ALASKA 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  conference  report  on  Housevbill 
2859,  to  authorize  the  sale  of  public  lan(is 
in  Alaska,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  its  immediate  consideration.  \ 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The\ 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read  as  follows:  j 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis-; 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  th/ 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
2859)  to  authorize  the  sale  of  public  lanras 
In  Alaska,  having  met,  after  full  and  /ree 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommends  and 
do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses, 
as  follows :  / 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Seriate  and 
agree  to  the  same.  * 

Joseph  C.  O’Mahoney, 

Ernest  W.  McFarland, 

E.  D.  Millikin,  / 

Guy  Cordon, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

J.  Hardin  Pe/erson, 

Lloyd  M.  Bs'ntsen,  Jr., 

Fred  L.  Ct^wford, 

Managers  on  the  Hhrt  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDENT  /  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  tjne  present  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  /  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to/object,  will  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Wyoming  give  us 
a  brief  statement  regarding  this  matter? 

Mr.  O’MAI^NEY.  Yes.  The  bill  au¬ 
thorizes  the  .Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
sell  public  lands  in  Alaska.  When  the 
bill  came  £b  the  Senate,  and  was  refer¬ 
red  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  the  committee  felt  that 
the  proposed  grant  of  authority  was  a 
little  broader  than  should  be  made.  So 
the  committee  rewrote  the  bill  so  as  to 
limtf  the  power  to  the  sale  of  tracts  not 
to  Exceed  160  acres  in  the  aggregate. 
The  House  has  accepted  the  Senate 
amendment. 

/  Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  no  objection. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there! 


objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  rep6rt 
was  considered  and  agreed  to 
PREMIUM  PAYMENTS  IN  PURCHASE:  OF 

CERTAIN  GOVERNMENT  ROYALTY  OIL- 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  conference  report  on./§enate  bill 
1647,  to  eliminate  premium  payments  in 
the  purchase  of  Government  royalty  oil 
under  existing  contracts,  aiyl  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  its  imnjediate  consid¬ 
eration.  ! 

The  PRESIDENT  pn i  tempore.  The 
report  will  be  read  foj  the  information 
of  the, Senate.  / 

The  report  was  rettd  as  follqws: 

The  committee  of  Conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  fjhe  two  Houses  on  the  j 
amendments  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  i 
1647)  to  eliminate  premium  payments  in! 
the  purchase  of/ Government  royalty  oil  i 
under  existing  Contracts  entered  into  pur- 1 
suant  to  the  a/t  of  July  13,  1946  (6-3  Stat.  3 
533),  having  met,  after  full  and  free  con- 1 
ference,  have1  agreed  to  recommend  and  do! 
recommend  /to  their  respective  Houses  as  ? 
follows :  / 

That  th 6  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  /he  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to'  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows/  In  lieu  of  section  3  proposed  to  be  > 
stricken  out  by  the  Senate  insert  the  fol- j 
lowing: 

"Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  i 
hecteby  authorized  under  general  rules  and* 
regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  him  to  issue! 
leases  or  permits  for  the  exploration,  de-? 
'elopment,  and  utilization  of  the  mineral  de-  j 
(osits,  other  than  those  subject  to  the  pro-  • 
visions  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1947  (61  Stat.) 
91&3,  in  those  lands  added  to  the  Shasta  Na-t 
tion&l  Forest  by  the  act  of  March  19,  1948' 
(Public  Law  449,  80th  Cong.),  which! 
were  Required  with  funds  of  the  United) 
States  to  lands  received  in  exchange  therefor: ' 
Provided,  That  any  permit  or  lease  of  such* 
deposits  In  lands  administered  by  the  Sec-  * 
retary  of  Agriculture  shall  be  issued  only; 
with  his  consent  and  subject  to  such  con-! 
ditions  as  hefmay  prescribe  to  insure  the  ade-  < 
quate  utilization  of  the  lands  for  the  pur-' 
poses  set  forthXjn  the  act  of  March  19,  1948;  j 
and  Provided,  farther,  That  all  receipts  de-  . 
rived  from  leases Vpr  permits  issued  under  the 
authority  of  this\ct  shall  be  paid  into  the  * 
same  funds  or  accounts  in  the  Treasury  and, 
shall  be  distributed Un  the  same  manner  as) 
prescribed  for  other  Receipts  from  the  lands 
affected  by  the  lease  t)r  permit,  the  inten-, 
tion  of  this  provision  ''feeing  that  this  act : 
shall  not  affect  the  distribution  of  receipts ) 
pursuant  to  legislation  applicable  to  such' 
lands." 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  \he  same. 

Joseph  C.  O’M^ahoney, 

Robert  S.  Ker 
Guy  Cordon, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  th>e  Senate. 

Clair  Engle,  »  . 

Ken  Regan,  \ 

Frank  A.  Barrett,  \ 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore).  Is 
there  objection  to  the  present  consid&ra-  j 
tion  of  the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report  j 

-wa.t-finn«dfirflrl  to. — _ «_J,. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2,  1949  — 

TRANSFERRING  THE  BUREAU  OF  EM¬ 
PLOYMENT  SECURITY 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
resolution  (S.  Res.  151)  disapproving 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  not  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  include  a  pro¬ 
vision  that  the  time  is  to  be  apportioned 
equally  between  the  proponents  and  the 
opponents  of  Senate  Resolution  151? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  May  I  inquire  who  is 
in  charge  of  the  division  of  the  time? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan] 
is  in  charge  of  the  time  for  those  Sen¬ 
ators  who  favor  the  resolution  and  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  is  in  charge  of  the  time  for  those 
who  are  opposed  to  the  resolution. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand  the 
debate  is  to  be  concluded  in  time  to  vote 
at  5  o’clock. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
is  correct. 

Mr.  MCCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  there  will  be  2 1/2  hours  at  the 
disposal  of  each  side. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  30  minutes 
to  the  senior  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Ives]. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  is  recognized  for 
30  minutes. 

Mr.  IVES.'  Mr.  President,  because  I 
am  speaking  against  time,  and  because 
the  thought  in  my  presentation  is  rather 
closely  knit,  I  shall  not  yield  for  ques¬ 
tions  until  the  completion  of  my  pre¬ 
pared  address.  Then,  time  permitting,  I 
shall  be  very  glad  to  yield  to  such  ques¬ 
tions  as  any  Senator  may  desire  to  ask, 
and  I  hope  that  I  may  be  able  to  answer 
any  questions  which  may  be  propounded. 

Mr.  President,  no  question  is  likely  ever 
to  come  before  the  Senate  on  which  the 
pros  and  cons  Seem,  at  casual  glance,  to 
be  so  evenly  matched  as  would  appear  to 
be  the  case  in  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2. 

At  the  outset,  it  is  recognized  gener¬ 
ally  that  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  the  Unemployment  Insur¬ 
ance  Service  should  be  within  the  same 
agency  of  Government.  Furthermore, 
it  is  recognized  that  at  this  particular 
time  everything  which  can  be  done  ap¬ 
propriately  to  strengthen  and  improve 
the  status  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
should  be  done. 

It  should  be  pointed  out,  however,  that 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  Ex¬ 
ecutive  contained  in  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  do  not  constitute  the  complete 
transfer  of  agencies  and  functions  to  the 
Department  of  Labor  as  recommended 
by  the  Commission  on  Organization  of 
the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  commonly  known  as  the  Hoover 
Commission.  In  its  report  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  the  Commission  recommended,  in 
addition  to  the  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security — including  the 
Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reemployment 
Rights  or  the  Veterans’  Employment 
Service,  as  it  is  also  termed,  the  merger 
of  which  with  the  Employment  Service 
itself  can  be  effected  within  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  and  without  the  adop- 
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tion  of  any  reorganization  plan — the 
transfer  of  the  following  agencies: 

First.  The  Bureau  of  Employees’  Com¬ 
pensation — from  the  Federal  Security 
Agency. 

Second.  The  Employees’  Compensa¬ 
tion  Appeals  Board — from  the  Federal 
Security  Agency. 

Third.  The  Selective  Service  System, 
including  the  appeals  boards — inde¬ 
pendent. 

Fourth.  Enforcement  of  labor  stand¬ 
ards — from  contracting  departments 
and  agencies. 

Fifth.  Determination  of  minimum 
wages  for  seamen — from  the  United 
States  Maritime  Commission. 

Sixth.  Prevailing  wage  research— cen¬ 
tered  in  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

Seventh.  Certain  components  of  the 
Division  of  Industrial  Hygiene — from 
the  Bureau  of  State  Services  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency. 

With  one  exception,  I  agree  with  these 
seven  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission,  none  of  which  is  included 
in  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2.  Reasons 
for  them  are  briefly  stated  in  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  own  language,  as  follows: 

There  are  cogent  reasons  why  these  agen¬ 
cies  and  functions  should  be  transferred  to 
the  Department  of  Labor.  They  are  more 
nearly  related  to  the  problems  of  labor  than 
those  with  which  they  are  now  associated, 
and  their  transfer  accords  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  first  report,  which  recommended  that 
agencies  be  grouped  according  to  their  major 
purpose. 

The  exception  I  take  to  these  seven 
recommendations  is  expressed  in  the  dis¬ 
sent  filed  with  that  recommendation 
which  would  place  the  Selective  Service 
System,  including  the  appeals  boards, 
within  the  Department  of  Labor. 

It  is  to  be  noted,  moreover,  that  in  sub¬ 
mitting  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  the 
Chief  Executive  not  only  failed  to  in¬ 
clude  a  substantial  portion  of  the  Hoover 
Commission’s  recommendations  pertain¬ 
ing  to  this  plan,  but  he  added  new  pro¬ 
visions  not  contained  in  the  Commission’s 
recommendations.  The  Commission  did 
not  recommend  the  abolition  of  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Placement  Service  Board,  but  rec¬ 
ommended  the  merger  of  the  functions 
of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service 
with  the  Employment  Service  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security,  of  which 
it  is  a  part.  Furthermore,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  made  no  recommendation  concern¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Advisory  Council,  which 
is  incorporated  in  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2. 

It  seems  to  me  most  advisable  in  in¬ 
stances  where  only  certain  portions  of  a 
particular  recommendation  of  the  Hoover 
Commission’s  recommendations  are  pro¬ 
posed  for  adoption  and  others  are  ig¬ 
nored,  that  each  one  of  those  proposed 
should  be  carefully  evaluated  on  its  own 
merit.  In  this  connection,  it  should  be 
emphasized  that  on  one  other  occasion 
the  present  Chief  Executive  proposed  the 
transfer  of  the  Employment  Service  and 
the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service 
from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  the  proposal 
was  vetoed  by  the  Congress. 

In  favor  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
is  an  appealing  array  of  arguments. 


Former  President  Hoover  himself  recom¬ 
mends  it,  and  it  constitutes  a  part  of  the 
over-all  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission,  as  I  have  already  stated, 
pertaining  to  the  transfer  of  agencies 
to  the  Department  of  Labor.  The  field  of 
Employment  Service,  alone  and  of  itself, 
would  seem  more  properly  to  belong  in 
the  Department  of  Labor  than  in  any 
other  agency  of  Government;  for  in 
theory!  at  least,  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor,  in  fulfilling  its  statutory  obligation 
to  foster,  promote,  and  develop  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  the  wage  earners  of  the  United 
States  and  to  advance  their  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  profitable  employment,  would 
seem  naturally  to  be  the  appropriate  in¬ 
strument  of  Government  to  administer 
the  placement  functions  of  the  Employ¬ 
ment  Service. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  seems  to  me  that 
right  now  the  weight  of  argument  favors 
retention  of  the  Employment  Service  and 
the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service  in 
the  Federal  Security  Agency.  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  2,  as  I  have  indicated, 
complies  only  in  part  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission, 
and  was  not  specifically  recommended  by 
the  task  force  of  that  Commission  which 
stated  its  position  as  follows: 

The  nature  of  this  Issue  regarding  the 
proper  location  of  the  Federal  agency  ad¬ 
ministering  the  Employment  Service  and  un¬ 
employment  compensation  precludes  its  set¬ 
tlement  on  a  purely  factual  basis,  and  in  the 
last  analysis  this  judgment  must  be  exer¬ 
cised  by  the  duly  elected  representatives  of 
the  people. 

There  is  just  as  good  reason,  moreover, 
for  keeping  the  Unemployment  Insur¬ 
ance  Service  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  as  for  placing  the  Employment 
Service  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
After  all,  unemployment  insurance  would 
seem  to  be  most  definitely  a  part  of  our 
over-all  social -security  system. 

Unemployment  insurance  constitutes 
one  feature  of  an  almost  completely  in¬ 
tegrated  social-security  program  now 
lodged  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 
This  agency,  which  deals  with  the  indi¬ 
vidual  citizen  as  a  human  being,  is  in¬ 
terested  in  improving  health  and  educa¬ 
tional  opportunities,  and  in  furthering 
economic  security.  It  would  seem  only 
natural,  therefore,  that  all  functions 
which  concern  the  social  welfare  of  our 
citizens  as  individual  human  beings  prop¬ 
erly  belong  in  a  single  agency. 

Collectively,  and  as  related  to  employ¬ 
ment,  compensation  in  the  event  of  un¬ 
employment,  compensation  during  tem¬ 
porary  disability  due  to  accident  or  sick¬ 
ness,  extended  disability  benefits  if  pro¬ 
vided,  old-age  insurance,  survivors  bene¬ 
fits,  and  assistance  for  those  not  eligible 
for  insurance  benefits  are  inevitably 
closely  related  and  provide  in  effect  such 
economic  security  as  is  thus  far  avail¬ 
able  through  the  instrumentality  of  our 
Government.  They  form,  moreover, 
component  parts  of  what  would  be  a  sin¬ 
gle  integrated  program. 

When  we  examine  further  into  the  is¬ 
sues  in  dispute  in  this  matter,  we  can 
appreciate  more  fully  the  weight  of  the 
argument  in  behalf  of  the  retention  of 
the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service  in 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  for  the  time 
being  at  least.  Unemployment  insurance 


is  not  merely  a  system  of  tax  collection 
and  benefit  distribution  from  the  funds 
thus  accumulated.  It  is,  and  has  become 
more  and  more,  an  insurance  system 
which  it  very  properly  should  be  in  our 
free  competitive  enterprise  economic 
structure. 

This  fact  having  been  recognized  14 
years  age,  what  is  known  as  experience 
rating  was  adopted  as  an  important  ele¬ 
ment  in  unemployment  insurance.  In 
brief,  experience  rating  is  that  mecha¬ 
nism  by  which  the  rate  of  tax  or  con¬ 
tribution  by  employers  is  determined  by 
the  employers’  record  in  maintaining 
stability  of  employment — the  greater  the 
stability,  the  lower  the  rate  of  contribu¬ 
tion.  This  system  of  graduated  tax  or 
contribution  consists  primarily  of  a 
standard  requirement  of  a  3  percent  tax 
on  pay  rolls  paid  by  employers,  one-tenth 
of  which  is  a  fixed  charge  payable  to 
the  Federal  Government  for  administra¬ 
tive  purposes,  the  other  nine-tenths  of 
which  may  be  reduced  on  the  basis  of  ex¬ 
perience  with  respect  to  unemployment 
or  other  factors  bearing  a  direct  relation 
to  unemployment  risk,  as  provided  in 
section  1602  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code. 

Over  the  years,  experience  rating  has 
been  adopted  in  all  48  States  of  the 
Union.  It  has  become  an  established  pol¬ 
icy  in  unemployment  insurance.  It  has 
served  as  an  incentive  to  employers  to 
provide  steady  employment.  Its  use  has 
demonstrated  the  justification  for  its  ex¬ 
istence,  although  it  has  become  more 
and  more  evident  that  not  all  plans  of 
experience  rating  are  equally  sound.  Em¬ 
ployers,  with  few  exceptions,  favor  the 
principle  of  experience  rating  and  have 
come  to  oppose  any  move  on  the  part  of 
Government  which  would  seem  to 
threaten  its  existence. 

At  the  same  time,  organized  labor  has 
not  appeared  for  the  most  part  to  favor 
any  form  of  experience  rating.  I  can  ap¬ 
preciate  labor’s  attitude  in  this  connec¬ 
tion,  for  I  can  well  understand  labor’s  ap¬ 
prehension.  Labor  fears  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance  that  careless  operation  of  or  in¬ 
adequate  provisions  in  any  experience 
rating  formula  could  jeopardize  the  sol¬ 
vency  of  unemployment  insurance  funds. 
Furthermore,  labor  feels  that  chances 
for  liberalizing  the  benefit  provisions  in 
unemployment  insurance  are  less  with 
experience  rating  than  without  it.  I 
cannot  share  labor’s  apprehension  in  this 
latter  connection,  for  the  amount  and 
duration  of  benefits  have  been  increas¬ 
ing  rather  than  decreasing ;  but  I  do  fully 
recognize  the  danger  of  fund-impair¬ 
ment  where  formulas  or  administration 
are  inadequate  or  inefficient.  I  am  con¬ 
strained  to  observe,  however,  that  plac¬ 
ing  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service 
in  the  Department  of  Labor  can  provide 
no  greater  assurance  regarding  the  sanc¬ 
tity  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
funds. 

Possibly  because  of  these  conditions 
Secretary  Tobin  has  stated  that  the  pol¬ 
icy  of  the  Labor  Department  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  retention  or  abolition  of  the 
experience  rating  system  has  not  been 
determined,  and  that  he  would  not  care 
to  give  a  decision  on  this  matter  until — 
he  has — studied  the  facts  more  fully. 
This  attitude  on  the  part  is  understand- 
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able,  but  it  nevertheless  appears  to  oc¬ 
casion  considerable  apprehension  among 
employers  who,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  has  advo¬ 
cated  the  abolition  of  experience  rating, 
would  seem  to  prefer  that  the  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Insurance  Service  remain  in  the 
latter  agency.  I  assume  that  these  em¬ 
ployers  feel  that  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  might  be  more  aggressive  and  might 
be  able  to  exercise  more  influence  upon 
the  Congress  than  would  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency. 

Be  the  situation  as  it  may  appear  to 
be,  a  number  of  important  facts  remain 
which  are  incontrovertible  where  the 
proposed  transfer  of  these  two  services 
to  the  Department  of  Labor  is  involved. 

First.  Rightly  or .  wrongly,  employers 
do  fear  the  consequences  of  such  a  trans¬ 
fer.  They  seem  to  feel  that  the  status 
of  unemployment  insurance  itself,  and 
especially  experience  rating,  would  be  in 
jeopardy. 

Second.  Administrative  interpretation, 
applicable  to  the  term  “other  factors”  in 
section  1602  of  the  internal  Revenue 
Code,  could  virtually  eliminate  experi¬ 
ence  rating,  or  the  possibility  of  an  ex¬ 
perience  rating  plan  worthy  of  the  name, 
from  nearly  every  State  in  the  Union. 
While  the  law  provides  that  experience 
rating  systems  or  plans  may  be  estab¬ 
lished  according  to  general  specifications, 
it  leaves  with  the  administrative  agency 
the  actual  determination  of  the  “factors” 
to  be  considered  in  the  establishment  of 
these  systems.  This  broad  latitude  for 
interpretation  which  is  thus  given  to  the 
administrative  agency,  emphasized  as  it 
is  by  the  vast  number  of  regulations 
which  already  have  been  promulgated  by 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  in  dealing 
with  the  matter,  indicates  the  power  of 
determination  which  the  law  itself  actu¬ 
ally  vests  in  the  Administrator  or  the 
administering  agency. 

Third.  Unemployment  insurance, 
while  created  principally  for  the  benefit 
and  protection  of  employees,  is  of  equal 
concern  to  management  and  ownership 
who  constitute  its  chief  contributors.  It 
is  the  product  of  partnership  between 
workers,  management,  and  ownership, 
the  primary  purpose  of  which  is  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  workers  through  cooperative 
support  by  management  and  ownership. 
In  effect  and  in  reality,  unemployment- 
insurance  funds  belong  as  much  to  man¬ 
agement  and  ownership  as  to  the  workers 
themselves. 

Fourth.  A  basic  controversy  is  now 
taking  place  in  the  country  with  regard 
to  the  future  status  of  unemployment 
insurance.  Should  it  remain  as  it  is, 
partly  in  the  Federal  Government  and 
partly  in  the  States?  Should  it  be  op¬ 
erated  and  administered  exclusively  by 
the  Federal  Government?  Or  should  it 
be  returned  wholly  to  the  States?  Pre¬ 
sumably  some  States  with  substantial 
unemployment-insurance  funds  would 
prefer  to  have  this  governmental  serv¬ 
ice  returned  to  them;  presumably  other 
States,  whose  funds  may  be  impaired  or 
depleted,  would  desire  that  it  remain  in 
status  quo,  or  even  be  taken  over  entirely 
by  the  Federal  Government.  Thus  far 
there  seems  to  be  no  predominant  opinion 
in  this  controversy. 


Fifth.  Rightly  or  wrongly,  employers 
seem  to  feel  also  that,  if  the  proposed 
transfer  were  to  be  made,  the  value  of 
the  Employment  Service  would  be  dam¬ 
aged,  due  to  an  ensuing  lack  of  coopera¬ 
tion  between  the  Department  and  em¬ 
ployers  where  placement  is  concerned. 
They  believe  that  in  administering  the 
Employment  Service,  the  administrator 
or  administering  agency  would  assume 
even  greater  discretion  and  would  be  able 
to  exercise  even  greater  control  in  direct¬ 
ing  the  State  systems  than  would  be  the 
case  in  the  matter  of  Unemployment  In¬ 
surance.  I  do  not  join  in  or  dispute  the 
provocation  for  this  attitude  on  the  part 
of  employers,  but  as  witnesses  at  the 
hearing  pointed  out,  the  important  fact 
is  that  the  attitude  exists  and  that  it 
might  constitute  a  detriment  to  the  sat¬ 
isfactory  functioning  of  the  Employment 
Service. 

Sixth.  The  placement  function  in  the 
Employment  Service  primarily  fulfills 
the  purpose  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
to  advance  opportunities  for  profitable 
employment,  but  the  fact  remains  that 
private  employers  and  not  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  must  provide  the  employ¬ 
ment  and  that,  unless  there  is  a  coop¬ 
erative  attitude  between  employers  and 
the  Employment  Service,  this  service 
cannot  function  effectively  or  success¬ 
fully. 

Seventh.  Regardless  of  present  dis¬ 
pute  or  controversy  concerning  alleged 
advantages  or  disadvantages  in  placing 
the  Employment  Service  and  the  Unem¬ 
ployment  Insurance  Service  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  the  indisputable  fact 
stands  out  that  the  functioning  of  these 
services,  located  as  they  have  been  and 
are  at  the  present  time,  appears  to  have 
occasioned  no  reasonable  criticism  con¬ 
cerning  their  administration  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency,  and  the  proposed 
change  seems  clearly  to  be  advocated 
for  the  main  purpose  of  increasing  the 
functions  and  activities  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor. 

Eighth.  Placing  the  Employment 
Service  and  the  Unemployment  Insur¬ 
ance  Service  in  the  Department  of  Labor 
would  undoubtedly  enhance  the  pres¬ 
tige  of  that  Department,  but  failure 
thus  to  act  would  in  no  way  jeopardize 
the  existence  of  the  Department  itself. 
There  may  be  those  who  would  like  to 
see  the  Department  of  Labor  abolished, 
but  I  have  never  heard  advocacy  of  such 
tion  by  any  Member  of  the  Congress, 
and  all  of  us  know  that  any  attempt  to 
eliminate  the  Department  of  Labor 
would  meet  with  overwhelming  opposi¬ 
tion  in  the  Congress. 

Ninth.  Obvious  indications  are  that 
the  Department  of  Labor  is  not  now 
prepared  to  undertake  in  full  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Unemployment  In¬ 
surance  Service.  Testimony  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  reveals  beyond  ques¬ 
tion  that  the  attitude  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  toward  the  status  of  this  particu¬ 
lar  agency  of  Government  is  very  much 
in  doubt. 

Tenth.  There  is  no  indication  that  the 
proposed  transfer  of  these  services  would 
be  conducive  in  any  way  to  economy  in 
administration.  To  the  contrary,  there 
is  evidence  that  the  net  cost  of  admin¬ 


istration  in  such  event  would  actually 
increase.  Clearly,  this  proposed  move 
cannot  be  construed  as  one  which  should 
be  made  in  the  name  of  economy. 

There  may  be  some  who  will  dispute 
the  accuracy  of  these  10  statements  of 
fact  as  I  see  them  to  be,  but  I  believe 
that  these  statements  are  substantially 
correct. 

Last  year  I  opposed  an  Executive  order 
which  would  have  accomplished  the  re¬ 
sults  which  are  sought  in  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2.  I  had  felt  that  this  question 
required  further  and  more  intensive 
study.  It  seemed  to  me  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  await  the  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission.  I  had  hoped 
to  be  able  to  support  these  recommenda¬ 
tions  wholeheartedly.  I  have  felt  that 
it  would  be  advisable  ultimately  to  place 
the  Employment  Service  and  the  Unem¬ 
ployment  Insurance  Service  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  I  have  hoped  that 
when  the  time  might  arrive  for  making 
this  transfer,  the  Department  of  Labor 
would  be  in  a  position  properly  to  receive 
these  two  services  and  to  supervise  their 
functioning. 

However,  as  I  have  stated,  we  now 
find  that  the  Department  of  Labor,  in¬ 
stead  of  being  prepared  to  receive  the 
Unemployment  Insurance  Service,  con¬ 
templates  a  study  of  the  whole  question 
of  unemployment  insurance,  presumably 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what  po¬ 
sition  the  Department  should  take  with 
respect  to  experience  rating  and  per¬ 
haps  with  regard  to  the  question  of  the 
complete  federalization  of  unemployment 
insurance  itself.  In  other  words,  the 
Department  of  Labor  does  not  appear  to 
be  prepared  to  assume  the  responsibility 
entailed  in  this  proposed  transfer. 

Moreover,  as  I  have  pointed  out.  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  follows  only  in 
limited  degree  the  Hoover  Commission’s 
recommendations.  In  fact,  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  task  force,  after  careful  analysis, 
appears  to  have  reached  no  final  conclu¬ 
sion  beyond  advising  that  “judgment 
must  be  exercised  by  the  duly  elected 
representatives  of  the  people.” 

Furthermore,  the  Senate’s  rejection 
yesterday  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1 
leaves  the  status  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  substantially  unchanged.  And 
yet,  as  was  indicated  during  the  debate 
on  plan  No.  1  and  by  action  already  taken 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments  with 
respect  to  Senate  bill  2060,  there  is  every 
indication  that  the  Federal  Security 
Agency’s  status  will  be  changed  in  a  fu¬ 
ture  year,  perhaps  relatively  near  at 
hand.  Disapproval  of  the  precise  plan 
submitted  by  the  Chief  Executive  does 
not  mean  at  all  that  there  is  no  general 
need  or  desire  for  reorientation  where 
the  welfare  and  health  and  education 
services  of  our  Government  are  con¬ 
cerned.  I  feel  sure  that  efforts  in  this 
direction  will  continue,  and  I  feel  equally 
sure  that  they  will  result  finally  in  ap¬ 
propriate  action  of  the  type  indicated. 

In  the  meantime,  because  of  the  con¬ 
tinuing  status  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  and  because  of  the  presently 
apparent  uncertainty  on  the  part  of  those 
in  charge  of  the  Department  of  Labor, 
and  because  of  the  attitude  of  one  of  the 
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chief  parties  in  interest,  the  employers, 
and  withal,  because  no  question  of  econ¬ 
omy  is  involved,  it  would  seem  only  sen¬ 
sible  and  in  the  best  public  interest  to 
continue  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  the  Unemployment  Insur¬ 
ance  Service  in  their  present  position  in 
our  governmental  structure  until  the 
controverted  issues  shall  have  been  satis¬ 
factorily  resolved. 

For  these  reasons,  I  shall  vote  in  favor 
of  Senate  Resolution  151. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  have  such  pro¬ 
found  respect  for  the  Senator’s  views  in 
this  area  of  legislation  that  I  desire  to 
submit  two  questions  to  him  for  my  in¬ 
formation,  first  stating  that  I  would  do 
nothing  to  jeopardize  merit  rating  under 
any  circumstances  in  connection  with 
unemployment  compensation. 

Will  the  Senator  indicate  to  me  to 
what  Extent  State  control  is  autonomous 
in  respect  to  merit  rating? 

Mr.  IVES.  To  the  extent  that  any 
plan  or  system  devised  by  any  State  is 
approved  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
as  represented  in  this  particular  agency 
by  the  Social  Security  Board. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  What  could  hap¬ 
pen  to  any  existing  merit-rating  system 
which  has  already  been  approved? 

Mr.  IVES.  At  the  present  time  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  permits  several 
plans  to  which  the  State  systems  must 
conform.  Were  the  existing  policy  or 
formula  to  be  changed  in  any  funda¬ 
mental  manner,  presumably  the  States 
would  have  to  conform  in  carrying  out 
their  functions  where  this  policy  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  That  brings  me 
to  my  other  question.  Could  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  possibly  be  any  more 
hostile  to  merit  rating  than  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  has  demonstrated  itself 
to  be? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  think  probably  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency,  in  its  attitude  of 
opposition  to  experience  rating,  has  gone 
as  far  as  it  can  go.  But  I  should  like 
to  bring  out  this  point:  we  do  not  know 
what  the  position  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  might  be;  we  have  no  idea;  but 
we  do  know  that  the  Department  of 
Labor’s  chief  interest  rests  with  the 
worker,  as  it  should.  We  know  that  any 
viewpoint  which  might  be  expressed  by 
the  Department  of  Labor  presumably 
would  be  in  favor  of  the  worker,  as  it 
should.  That  being  the  situation,  I 
doubt  that  it  could  be  hoped  that  the  at¬ 
titude  of  the  Department  of  Labor  would 
be  any  more  favorable  toward  experience 
rating  than  that  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think 
the  employers’  attitude  in  this  connec¬ 
tion  with  regard  to  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  is  founded  on  the  idea  that,  as 
nearly  as  may  be  possible,  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  itself  is  a  neutral  body. 
It  may  be  prejudiced  in  this  way  or  that 
way  with  regard  to  the  work  it  is  doing, 
but  it  is  not  tied  in  to  any  parent  group 
which  definitely  has  a  prejudice  under 
the  law.  That  is  why,  as  I  see  it,  pre¬ 
sumably  a  great  number  of  employers 
are  fearful  about  this  possible  change. 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  New  York  has 
expired. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  10  minutes 
more  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 

jytr.  VANDENBERG.  Then,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  if  the  Senator  will  yield,  I  should 
like  to  ask  a  further  question. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Would  the  Sen¬ 
ator  concede  that  a  reasonably  persua¬ 
sive  argument  could  be  made  that  we 
are  actually  rescuing  merit  rating  when 
we  take  it  from  a  nonhostile  supervision 
and  turn  it  over  to  an  institution  whose 
attitude  is  at  least  unknown? 

Mr.  IVES.  No;  I  do  not  think  that 
could  very  well  be  derived  from  the  state¬ 
ment  I  have  made  in  my  presentation. 
I  have  thought  considerably  about  that 
particular  point.  I  think  the  unwilling¬ 
ness  on  the  part  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor — I  do  not  like  to  bring  personali¬ 
ties  into  these  matters,  but  in  this  par¬ 
ticular  instance  I  think  I  must — to  in¬ 
dicate  his  attitude  with  respect  to  ex¬ 
perience  rating,  at  the  time  of  the  hear¬ 
ing,  shows  that  presumably  he  is  not  too 
favorably  inclined.  I  say  that  advised¬ 
ly.  After  all,  he  was  not  appointed  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  yesterday.  He  has  been 
there  quite  a  number  of  months  now. 
He  knows  something  about  labor  stat¬ 
utes  and  labor  law.  From  that  experi¬ 
ence  he  has  at  least  some  definite  knowl¬ 
edge  with  regard  to  unemployment  in¬ 
surance  and  experience  rating.  If  he 
did  not  derive  it  from  that  experience, 
he  certainly  should  have  derived  it  from 
his  experience  as  Governor  of  the  great 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts.  It 
would  really  be  impossible  for  any  chief 
executive  of  any  State  of  the  Union  with¬ 
in  the  past  10  or  12  years,  at  least,  not 
to  know  what  unemployment  insurance 
is  and  what  experience  rating  is,  espe¬ 
cially  when,  as  I  indicated,  all  States 
have  experience  rating  at  this  time. 
Consequently,  I  could  only  construe  his 
reluctance  in  that  instance  as  indicat¬ 
ing  or  presumably  showing  on  his  part 
a  basic  opposition  to  the  idea  of  experi¬ 
ence  rating. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  his  very  frank  statement.  I 
should  like  to  say  to  him  that  all  my  in¬ 
clinations  would  be  to  agree  with  his 
point  of  view  respecting  leaving  the  serv¬ 
ices  where  they  are.  I  so  voted  in  the 
Eightieth  Congress  as  did  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Against  that,  I  find  it  necessary  today 
to  weigh  the  rival  consideration  that 
here  is  the  first  highly  controversial  re¬ 
organization  plan  under  the  Hoover  re¬ 
ports,  which,  so  far  as  it  goes,  is  in 
harmony  with  the  Hoover  reports.  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  from  New  York  recog¬ 
nizes  the  difficulty  encountered  by  one 
who  wishes  to  be  as  loyal  as  humanly  pos¬ 
sible  to  the  Hoover  reports - 

Mr.  IVES.  I  so  expressed  myself. 

Mr.  VANDENBERG.  Yes,  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  himself  has  indi¬ 
cated — when  we  have  to  choose  between 
an  argument  which  is,  since  it  is  only  an 
argument,  necessarily  not  conclusive  re¬ 
specting  the  hazard  to  merit  rating  under 
the  proposed  change.  We  have  to  choose 
between  that  and  a  clear  and  distinct 


veto  of  the  first  controversial  Hoover 
report  which  has  come  before  us. 

Mr.  IVES.  Let  me  answer  in  this  way, 
because  my  process  of  mental  effort 
probably  travels  somewhat  along  the 
lines  followed  by  that  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan.  I  wish  to  sup¬ 
port  these  Hoover  recommendations;  but 
I  tried  to  point  out  in  my  prepared  state¬ 
ment  that  where  there  is  a  substantial 
deviation — even  though  what  is  pre¬ 
sented,  in  so  far  as  it  goes,  may  constitute 
a  part  of  the  Hoover  recommendations — 
it  seems  to  me  very  definitely  that,  sepa¬ 
rately  and  of  itself,  the  proposal  should 
be  examined  on  its  own  merits. 

That  is  what  I  have  done  in  this  case. 
If  all  these  other  proposals  had  been  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  plan,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  putting  Selective  Service  in  the 
Department  of  Labor,  I  presume  it  very 
likely  that  I  would  favor  the  plan.  Such 
an  arrangement  would  provide  an  inte¬ 
grated  set-up. 

The  plan  before  us  is  not  integrated. 
It  is  piecemeal,  only  in  part.  Yesterday 
we  rejected  plan  No.  1.  That  plan,  even 
though  it  is  not  directly  connected  with 
the  plan  now  before  us,  certainly  has 
a  very  definite  bearing  where  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  is  concerned. 

In  view  of  all  that,  it  seems  to  me  it 
would  be  just  as  well  for  us  to  delay, 
for  the  time  being,  until  some  of  these 
differences  of  opinion  and  some  of  these 
doubts  can  be  removed,  so  that  we  can 
know  more  definitely  what  we  are  doing 
in  making  these  changes. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  to  get  in  my  question  before  the 
hammer  strikes. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  beg  the  Senator’s  par¬ 
don.  I  yie’d  to  him  now. 

Mr.  FLANDERS.  I  should  like  to  ask 
whether  this  plan  will  result  in  a  possible 
economy,  in  that  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  can  then  take  over  more  com¬ 
pletely  in  this  field,  with  the  result  that 
the  compiling  of  the  exceedingly  impor¬ 
tant  statistical  material  which  comes 
from  this  agency  or  administration  can 
be  handled  under  the  auspices  of  one 
administration,  instead  of  two  at  the 
same  time. 

Mr.  IVES.  Very  definitely,  there  is  an 
economy  in  that  respect,  but  very  defi¬ 
nitely  there  is  an  extravagance  some¬ 
where  else.  As  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Vermont  may  recall,  last  year 
the  Department  of  Labor,  I  think,  closed 
12  of  its  regional  offices.  The  chances 
are  that  the  greater  portion  of  those  of¬ 
fices  would  have  to  be  reopened. 

A  year  ago,  when  this  same  proposal 
was  before  us,  some  of  us  went  to  a  con¬ 
siderable  extent  into  the  matter  of  ex¬ 
penditures  or  cost.  My  recollection  is 
that,  as  nearly  as  we  could  ascertain,  it 
would  cost  about  $500,000  more  to  make 
the  transfer  that  is  proposed  in  this  in¬ 
stance.  Probably  that  is  the  gross  fig¬ 
ure;  and  probably,  as  has  been  indicated, 
savings  of  $150,000  or  $200,000,  or  some¬ 
thing  approximating  those  figures  could 
be  made.  I  have  conceded  that  it  is  nei¬ 
ther  plus  nor  minus,  and  I  do  not  think 
the  question  of  economy  enters  even  re¬ 
motely  into  this  proposal. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  IVES.  Certainly. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  has 
indicated  that  the  State  has  the  right 
to  draw  up  a  plan  of  compensation - 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  that  it  is  then 
submitted  to  the  Federal  agency,  which 
has  the  right  to  approve  or  disapprove. 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  that  mean 
that  the  agency  itself  has  the  power  now 
to  change  or  alter  the  plan  drawn  up  by 
the  State? 

Mr.  IVES.  Presumably,  if  some  of  the 
insurance  funds  encounter  difficulties,  as 
I  think  some  of  them  will  if  we  run  into 
a  serious  condition  of  unemployment,  we 
may  find  ourselves  in  a  serious  condition 
where  the  agency  will  have  to  change  its 
plans  and  its  set-up,  as  they  are  now 
established;  and  in  this  case,  although  in 
general  the  States  presumably  would  not 
have  to  repeal  their  statutes,  yet  they 
probably  would  have  to  conform. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  there  anything 
in  the  law  which  would  require  that? 

Mr.  IVES.  No;  there  is  nothing  in  the 
law,  according  to  my  recollection  of  it, 
which  would  force  them  to  repeal  those 
laws. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Then,  so  far  as  the 
law  at  the  present  time  is  concerned, 
are  we  to  understand  that  the  State  has 
an  option  in  respect  to  controlling  ex¬ 
perience  rating,  and  so  forth? 

Mr.  IVES.  The  State  has  no  option 
at  all  in  controlling  it.  The  State  can 
only  submit  a  plan  which  has  been 
adopted  by  its  own  legislature,  which 
must  meet  the  terms  of  the  statute,  under 
section  1602 — and  I  think,  section  1601 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  is  also  in¬ 
volved  to  some  extent — and  finally  be 
approved  by  the  Federal  Security 
Agency. 

In  that  connection  I  should  like  to 
point  out  that  I  have  with  me  all  or  a 
substantial  number  of  the  regulations 
which  have  been  worked  out  controlling 
this  very  thing.  They  have  been  worked 
out  by  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 
They  indicate  the  great  latitude  of  in¬ 
terpretation  which  can  be  placed  on  the 
term  "other  factors  in  the  law.” 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Agency  in 
Washington  then  has  a  considerable 
control  over  the  funds,  and  a  consider¬ 
able  power  to  dictate  how  they  shall  be 
used  in  the  State?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  IVES.  Very  definitely. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  able  Senator 
from  New  York  state  whether,  once  a 
plan  has  been  adopted  by  a  State,  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  has  ever  asked 
the  State  to  change  its  plan? 

Mr.  IVES.  No,  not  to  my  knowledge. 
I  do  not  think  it  has  ever  been  done. 
But  in  all  probability,  I  may  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois,  if  a 
situation  arises,  as  it  might  arise  by 
changing  the  plans,  States  might  be 
obliged,  in  the  final  analysis,  to  amend 
their  plans.  If  a  State  plan  is  found  to 
be  going  to  pieces  and  it  becomes  neces¬ 


sary  to  revise  the  whole  set-up,  that 
might  easily  happen. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  But,  to  date,  no  such 
change  has  ever  been  ordered;  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Alabama? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  cares  to  comment  on  this: 
There  seems  to  be  a  great  deal  of  dissat¬ 
isfaction  with  the  idea  of  placing  the 
agency  in  the  Department  of  Labor;  yet 
is  it  not  true  that  when  the  act  was 
originally  passed,  the  agency  was  placed 
in  the  Department  of  Labor,  and,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  over  a  major  portion  of 
the  time  it  has  been  in  operation  it  has 
been  in  the  Department  of  Labor? 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  correct.  What 
comment  does  the  Senator  want?  I 
have  a  document  which  throws  light 
upon  the  reason  for  the  shift. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  If  the  experience 
in  the  Department  of  Labor  has  been 
good  thus  far,  why  is  a  fear  so  often  ex¬ 
pressed  in  connection  with  placing  it 
back  in  the  Department? 

Mr.  IVES.  Let  me  merely  indicate  in 
the  first  instance  that  only  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  itself  ever 
was  in  the  Department  of  Labor.  Un¬ 
employment  Insurance  itself  never  was 
a  part  of  the  Department  of  Labor.  I 
think  that  will  clear  up  the  point  the 
Senator  has  in  mind.  But  I  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  message  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  dated  April  25,  1939, 
at  which  time  he  placed  the  proposal  be¬ 
fore  the  Congress  regarding  the  question 
of  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  social  security  generally,  and,  as 
I  tried  to  indicate  in  my  prepared  re¬ 
marks,  the  need  for  having  all  these 
agencies  in  one  agency  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  He  said: 

I  find  it  necessary  and  desirable  to  group 
in  a  Federal  security  agency  those  agencies 
of  the  Government,  the  major  purposes  of 
which  are  to  promote  social  and  economic 
security,  educational  opportunity  and  the 
health  of  the  citizens  of  the  Nation. 

The  agencies  to  be  grouped  are  the  Social 
Security  Board,  now  an  independent  estab¬ 
lishment;  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  now  in  the  Department  of  Labor; 
the  Office  of  Education,  now  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior;  the  Public  Health 
Service,  now  in  the  Treasury  Department; 
the  National  Youth  Administration,  now  in 
the  Works  Progress  Administration;  and  the 
Civilian  Conservation  Corps,  now  an  inde¬ 
pendent  agency. 

He  then  goes  on  with  further  reasons, 
which  I  shall  not  take  the  time  of  the 
Senate  to  read.  What  I  have  read  indi¬ 
cates  the  purpose  of  an  integrated  set¬ 
up,  and,  as  I  indicated  in  my  preliminary 
remarks,  there  is  certainly  just  as  strong 
a  reason  for  having  the  Unemployment 
Insurance  Service  in  the  Social  Security 
Agency  as  there  is  for  having  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  itself  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  Senators  may  take  their 
choice.  If  it  is  desired  to  get  down  to 
brass  tacks  in  argument,  the  question 


can  be  argued  one  way  just  as  completely 
as  the  other. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Washington? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Perhaps  I  misun¬ 
derstood  the  Senator  from  New  York.  I 
understood  him  to  say,  in  answer  to  a 
question  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan, 
the  State  must  conform  to  the  plan.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  IVES.  Absolutely;  otherwise  the 
State  plan  is  not  approved.  I  know 
something  about  that.  I  helped  set  it  up 
in  New  York  State.  The  Senator  has 
probably  had  a  similar  experience.  We 
submitted  several  plans  before  we  finally 
got  one  that  held  water,  because  we  were 
trying  out  something  new. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But  the  reason  for 
all  the  books  which  have  been  brought 
into  the  Chamber  is  the  fact  that  the 
States  took  the  initiative  in  submitting 
plans;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  There  is  no  par¬ 
ticular  rule  of  uniformity,  but  the  plan, 
of  course,  must  be  approved,  and  that 
is  why  we  have  this  stack  of  books;  is  it 
not?  Would  the  reorganization  plan 
change  at  all  the  existing  system  in  that 
respect? 

Mr.  IVES.  It  may  or  it  may  not.  It 
would  depend. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Then  are  we  not 
speaking  of  a  fear  of  a  different  type  of 
administration? 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  exactly  what  I  was 
talking  about  in  what  I  had  to  say.  I 
did  not  say  I  shared  the  fear.  I  say  the 
fear  exists,  and  there  is  no  way  in  the 
world  by  which  we  can  eliminate  it. 
Only  experience  can  determine  whether 
it  is  justified  or  otherwise. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  But,  using  the  same 
argument,  we  could  just  as  well  justify 
ourselves  in  saying  that  it  may  be  im¬ 
proved  through  the  change,  could  we 
not? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  am  not  trying  to  justify 
ourselves.  I  am  trying  to  indicate  some 
of  the  reasons  why  it  is  extremely  doubt¬ 
ful  at  this  particular  time,  when  this 
thing  is  entirely  in  a  process  of  flux,  to 
make  this  particular  change.  If  the 
Senator  will  recall  correctly,  I  stated 
earlier  in  my  prepared  remarks  that  ulti¬ 
mately  I  think  some  kind  of  plan  must 
be  worked  whereby  the  system  can  be 
placed  in  the  Department  of  Labor.  But 
I  doubt  exceedingly  whether  this  is  the 
time  to  do  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  IVES.  If  there  are  no  further 
questions,  the  Senator  from  New  York 
thanks  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas  for  allowing  him  so  much  time. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments  and  the 
able  presentation  by  my  good  friend,  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  the 
State  of  New  York,  have,  it  seems  to  me, 
reduced  Resolution  No.  151  to  two  very 
basic  issues.  The  first  is  whether  the 
Department  of  Labor  can  administer  the 
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Bureau  of  Employment  Security  impar¬ 
tially.  The  second  is  whether  greater 
efficiency  and  economy  can  result  from 
the  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  to  the  Department  of 
Labor.  Those  are  the  same  two  issues 
that  were  pointed  out  by  the  Brooklyn 
Institution  in  its  study. 

I  say  these  are  two  issues  presented 
by  the  opponents  of  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2;  but  I  do  not  believe,  Mr.  President, 
there  are  in  fact  two  issues  involved  here. 
I  believe  there  is  only  one  issue,  and  even 
it  is  not  the  same  as  the  one  presented 
in  the  committee  report.  The  one  basic 
issue,  to  my  mind,  is  whether  greater  ef¬ 
ficiency  and  effectiveness  can  result  from 
placing  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Se¬ 
curity  in  the  Department  of  Labor.  That 
is  the  one  major  issue. 

The  transfer  proposed  by  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2  must  first  of  all  be  viewed 
on  its  merits,  consulting  facts  and  not 
unfounded  charges  or  imputations  of 
prejudice.  When  the  entire  record  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  is  examined  on  this 
basis,  Mr.  President,  I  think  the  conclu¬ 
sion  is  inescapable  that  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  is  soundly  supported  by  rea¬ 
son  and  logic  and  by  orderly  principles 
of  Government  organization.  Charges 
of  bias  or  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the 
Department  of  Labor  can  then  be  seen  as 
they  really  are. 

We  must  look  to  see  what  the  facts 
are.  They  indicate  not  any  prejudice  on 
the  part  of  the  Department,  but  that 
the  charges  are  actually  a  reflection  of 
bias  existing  in  the  minds  of  certain 
groups  which  have  presented  their  feel¬ 
ings  to  the  committee  as  a  substitute  for 
facts.  In  the  same  way,  the  charge  that 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  will 
cost  the  Government  more  money  when 
it  operates  as  a  part  of  the  Department 
of  Labor  shows  up  on  the  record  as 
wholly  contrary  to  the  uncontradicted 
evidence  before  the  committee.  I  intend 
to  address  myself  to  the  interrogation 
from  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders!  with  reference  to  the  use  of 
statistical  material  and  the  possibility 
of  any  economies  which  may  be  effected 
by  the  reorganization. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  yield  for  a 
question.  I  desire  to  stay  with  my  pre¬ 
pared  text,  and  yield  at  the  end  of  my 
remarks;  but  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  now 
to  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  LODGE.  In  connection  with  the 
statement  which  the  Senator  has  made 
as  to  economies  to  be  achieved  by  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2,  is  it  not  correct 
that  former  President  Hoover  is  on  rec¬ 
ord  in  the  hearings  as  saying,  in  response 
to  a  question,  that  he  believed  this  trans¬ 
fer  would  result  in  economy? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  He  is  on  record  to 
that  effect. 

Mr.  President,  I  propose  to  review 
the  entire  record  before  the  committee 
on  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  and  from 
this  record  I  intend  to  show  the  truth 
of  every  statement  I  have  made  concern¬ 
ing  this  plan. 

In  1947  the  Eightieth  Congress  enacted 
a  law  to  create  a  Commission  on  Organi¬ 


zation  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government.  To  my  mind,  that  is  one 
of  the  finest  pieces  of  legislation  ever 
passed  by  the  Eightieth  Congress  or  by 
any  other  Congress.  A  preliminary  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  Commission  was  to  make 
recommendations  for  consolidating  serv¬ 
ices,  activities,  and  functions  of  a  similar 
nature  of  the  executive  branch. 

The  Hoover  Commission,  despite  its 
popular  name,  was  not  a  Republican  com¬ 
mission,  nor  was  it  a  Democratic  com¬ 
mission.  I  think  it  is  well  to  bring  out 
that  fact,  since  we  are  in  the  spirit  of 
good-fellowship.  It  was  a  truly  biparti¬ 
san  Commission.  As  is  well  known,  its 
Chairman  was  the  Honorable  Herbert 
Hoover,  our  distinguished  elder  states¬ 
man,  and  its  membership  was  drawn 
from  Members  of  the  Congress  in  equal 
numbers  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
as  well  as  some  outstanding  citizens  in 
public  life. 

Another  interesting  thing  about  this 
Commission,  Mr.  President,  is  the  fact 
that  it  included  two  employers,  two  very 
distinguished  men  with  experience  in 
meeting  pay  rolls.  But  none  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  represented  em¬ 
ployees  or  the  ranks  of  organized  labor. 

I  think  it  is  particularly  pertinent  in 
the  discussion  of  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  that  we  make  note  of  the  fact  that 
the  Commission  did  have  in  its  member¬ 
ship  two  distinguished  gentlemen  who 
were  well-known  employers,  who  had  to 
meet  pay  rolls,  who  had  to  deal  with 
the  Employment  Service,  who  were  af¬ 
fected  obviously  by  the  tax  for  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation,  who  were  inti¬ 
mately  acquainted,  on  the  practical 
basis  of  business  experience,  with  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  the  Federal 
Security  Agency;  and  the  record  is  quite 
clear  that  those  two  employers,  along 
with  all  their  colleagues  on  the  Hoover 
Commission,  supported  the  transfer  of 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  to 
the  Department  of  Labor.  I  shall  point 
out  that  this  was  one  of  the  few  recom¬ 
mendations  with  reference  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  that  was  unanimous. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Sparkman  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York? 

Mr.  IVES.  Would  the  Senator  rather 
have  me  ask  my  question  at  the  end  of 
his  remarks? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  would  rather  the 
Senator  would  wait  until  I  complete  my 
remarks,  because  I  am  sure  there  will 
be  many  questions  Senators  will  want 
to  ask. 

The  members  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  spent  almost  2  years  and  almost 
$2,000,000  studying  in  detail  the  organi¬ 
zation  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government.  To  carry  out  the  great  re¬ 
sponsibilities  imposed  upon  it,  the  Com¬ 
mission  selected  25  different  task  forces 
to  make  special  studies  and  surveys  of 
the  various  departments  and  activities 
of  the  Government.  The  Commission 
drafted  into  the  service  of  the  Nation 
some  350  outstanding  citizens  to  serve  on 
the  task  forces,  in  almost  all  cases  with¬ 
out  any  compensation  whatever.  The 


Brookings  Institution  also  assisted  the 
Commission  in  making  its  study. 

A  few  months  ago  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  made  its  report  to  the  Congress. 
This  report  contained  approximately  318 
different  recommendations  and  findings 
representing  its  collective  good  judgment 
and  wisdom.  One  of  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  provided  for  the  transfer  of  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  from 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  That  recommenda¬ 
tion  was  arrived  at  unanimously,  with 
wholehearted  support  on  the  part  of  Re¬ 
publicans  and  Democrats.  The  Com¬ 
mission  stated  that  it  made  this  recom¬ 
mendation  because  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  carried  on  activities 
closely  related  to  the  employment  and 
labor  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  and  not  closely  related  to  the  re¬ 
tirement  and  old-age-assistance  or  edu¬ 
cational  programs  of  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency. 

The  recommendation  was  made  after 
a  very  detailed  analysis  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  and  the  Federal  Security 
Agency. 

Both  political  parties  have  made 
pledge  after  pledge,  year  after  year,  in 
platform  after  platform,  that  they  are 
going  to  strengthen  the  Department  of 
Labor.  I  must  say  to  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
York,  that  we  cannot  constantly  keep 
making  that  promise  and  not  do  some¬ 
thing  about  it.  We  cannot  constantly 
say,  “Now  is  not  the  time."  On  any  is¬ 
sue  we  can  always  say  that  this  is  not 
the  time;  we  can  always  say  that  we 
need  more  information;  but,  frankly,  the 
information  which  could  be  obtained 
has  already  been  obtained.  I  submit 
that  when  the  Congress  spends  $2,000,000 
to  obtain  information  on  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Government,  when  350  prom¬ 
inent  citizens  are  mustered  into  Govern¬ 
ment  service,  when  318  reports  are  made, 
when  task  forces  are  sent  into  the  field 
and  exhaustive  studies  are  made,  what 
more  information  do  we  need? 

As  I  have  said,  the  Commission  stated 
that  it  made  its  recommendation  as  to 
the  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  from  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  to  the  Department  of  Labor  be¬ 
cause  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Se¬ 
curity  carried  on  activities  closely  related 
to  the  employment  and  labor  functions 
of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  not 
closely  related  to  the  retirement  and  old- 
age  assistance  or  educational  programs 
of  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

I  think  our  colleagues  would  be  in¬ 
terested  in  what  goes  on  in  the  State  of 
New  York  with  reference  to  this  matter. 
I  have  in  my  hand  a  copy  of  “Labor  Laws 
and  Their  Administration  and  Discus¬ 
sion,  Bulletin  No.  107,  Year  1949,  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Labor,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Labor  Standards.”  On  page  118, 
reporting  from  a  conference  with  Mr. 
Corsi,  who  is,  I  believe - 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  should  like  to  set  the 
Senator  straight  on  that.  Mr.  Corsi  is 
the  Industrial  Commissioner  of  New 
York.  I  happen  to  know  that  Mr.  Corsi 
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favors  the  plan  we  are  discussing.  I  re¬ 
spect  him  very  highly,  and  for  him  I 
have  a  very  high  regard,  but  I  do  not 
always  agree  with  him. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  appreciate  the 
comment  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  York.  We  do  hold  many  men 
in  high  respect  with  what  we  do  not 
agree.  That  is  one  of  the  enjoyable 
phases  of  American  politics.  However, 
I  thought  I  would  quote  what  I  am  about 
to  read,  because  I  was  sure  it  would  have 
some  bearing  on  the  question  before  us. 
Mr.  Corsi,  said: 

We  in  New  York  have  stuck  very  consis¬ 
tently  through  the  years,  and  certainly  more 
so  in  recent  years,  to  the  idea  that  a  State 
government  must  have  under  one  roof  all 
Government  activities  pertaining  to  wage 
earners  as  wage  earners.  That  doesn’t  mean 
only  safety  inspection  or  wages  and  hours; 
it  means  unemployment  insurance,  employ¬ 
ment  service,  workmen’s  compensation,  labor 
boards,  mediation,  and  everything  else. 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  pattern  has 
been  pretty  well  established  in  most  of 
the  States,  and  I  shall  bring  evidence  for 
this  a  little  later. 

Neither  the  Hoover  Commission  nor 
its  chairman,  former  President  Hoover, 
nor  anyone  else,  has  claimed  that  the 
proposed  transfer  would  sharply  decrease 
the  costs  of  government.  In  other  words, 
we  are  not  talking  about  saving  billions 
of  dollars  by  the  sort  of  transfer  pro¬ 
posed.  The  Commission  and  its  chair¬ 
man  were,  however,  in  agreement  that 
the  recommended  transfer  would  neces¬ 
sarily  increase  the  effectiveness  and  the 
efficiency  of  Government  operations. 
This  was  the  only  claim,  and  that  is  why 
I  state  that  the  only  issue  before  the 
Senate  today  is  whether  or  not  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  can  operate 
more  effectively  and  efficiently  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

I  point  out  that  this  is  the  question 
which  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders]  placed  before  us,  and  pro¬ 
pounded  to  the  Senator  from  New  York. 
I  believe  the  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  was  along  this  line,  “Is  it  not 
possible  that  there  would  be  some  in¬ 
crease  in  efficiency?  Is  it  not  possible 
that  there  might  be  some  decrease  in 
cost?” 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  do  not  care  to  keep  in¬ 
terrupting  my  distinguished  colleague, 
but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  question 
was  asked  of  me,  I  would  point  out  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  was  indicat¬ 
ing  a  specific  function,  and  asking  wheth¬ 
er  there  would  not  be  some  savings  in 
that  connection;  and  in  that  connection 
there  would  be. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  merely  desires  to  un¬ 
derwrite  the  very  accurate  observations 
of  the  Senator  from  Vermont,  and  to 
point  out  by  facts,  anc}  by  the  report  of 
the  task  force,  what  they  had  to  say. 

I  give  my  colleagues  now  references 
from  the  task  force  report  on  public 
welfare— Appendix  P— prepared  for  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Ex- 
ecu  ;ve  Branch  of  the  Government,  Jan¬ 
uary  1049,  a  paragraph  entitled  “Statis¬ 


tics  of  Employment.”  This  is  what  the 
task  force  has  to  say: 

The  separation  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
from  the  present  Federal  Security  Agency 
presents  another  difficulty  with  respect  to 
statistics  of  employment,  current,  short-run, 
and  long-run.  The  importance  of  these  sta¬ 
tistics  under  modern  economic  conditions  is 
obvious.  It  can  hardly  be  questioned  that 
better  and  less  costly  statistics  could  be  ob¬ 
tained  if  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the 
Employment  Service,  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation,  and  possibly  old  age  and  survivors 
insurance  were  in  the  same  department. 
Then  the  head  of  that  department  could 
have  a  thorough  study  made  of  the  whole 
problem,  preferably  in  cooperation  with  the 
State  agencies  and  with  the  assistance  of 
the  Statistical  Standards  Unit  of  the  Budget 
Bureau,  and  recommend  to  Congress  the  ar¬ 
rangements  best  suited  for  an  efficient  and 
economical  system. 

Mr.  President,  I  bring  this  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senate  because  the  task 
force,  which  made  a  close  examination, 
not  only  says  it  would  be  more  efficient, 
but  it  also  frankly  says  that  it  would  be 
less  costly,  and  would  provide  a  coordi¬ 
nated  type  of  statistical  research. 

Immediately  after  the  Reorganisation 
Act  of  1949  became  effective  last  June,  the 
President  sent  to  the  Congress  on  June 
20,  1949,  some  seven  plans  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  as  many  of  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  as  possible  during  the  present  ses¬ 
sion  of  the  Congress.  I  believe  the  Pres¬ 
ident  pointed  to  the  fact  that  60  days 
of  almost  continuous  session  would  be  re¬ 
quired  before  the  plans  could  come  into 
effect,  and  since  the  Legislative  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  points  toward  adjourn¬ 
ment  at  the  end  of  July  very  little  time, 
it  seemed  to  the  President,  remained  for 
putting  the  recommendations  into  effect 
this  year.  Here  is  the  reason,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  only  reason,  why  more  plans 
have  not  been  submitted  to  the  Congress. 
There  is  no  indication  whatsoever  that 
the  President  disagrees  with  other  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  or  that  he  does  not  intend  to  carry 
out  the  other  recommendations  as  soon 
as  circumstances  permit. 

Mr.  President,  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
2  clearly  carries  out  the  recommendation 
of  the  Hoover  Commission.  It  not  only 
transfers  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Se¬ 
curity  to  the  Department  of  Labor  but 
also  enables  the  complete  merger  of  the 
Veterans  Employment  Service  with  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  under 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security.  I 
wish  to  emphasize  this  point. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Let  me  complete 
this  statement,  and  we  may  discuss  it 
at  the  end  of  my  remarks,  because  I 
think  my  explanation  may  convince  even 
the  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  merely  desired  to  say  to  the  Senator 
that  what  he  has  just  suggested  can  be 
done  now. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  '  The  junior  Senator 
from  Minnesota  was  about  to  make  the 
observation  that  it  can  be  done  under 
the  reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  emphasize  that 
the  plan  would  enable  the  complete  mer¬ 


ger  of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service 
with  the  United  States  Employment  Ser¬ 
vice  under  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security.  I  wish  to  emphasize  this  point, 
Mr.  President,  because  the  committee  re¬ 
port  seems  to  imply  that  the  plan  fails 
to  provide  for  this  merger. 

I  should  like  to  make  my  position  quite 
clear.  I  say  the  committee  report  seems 
to  imply  that  the  plan  fails  to  provide 
for  this  merger.  This  implication  is,  of 
course,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
plan,  and  I  quote  from  section  1  of  the 
plan,  as  follows: 

The  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  be  performed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  or,  subject  to  his  direc¬ 
tion  and  control,  by  such  officers,  agencies, 
and  employees  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
as  he  shall  designate. 

Under  this  provision  of  the  plan  it 
should  be  perfectly  clear  to  all  Senators 
that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  the  power 
to  carry  out  the  merger  recommended  by 
the  Hoover  Commission,  a  merger  which 
both  the  senior  Senator  from  New  York 
(Mr.  Ives)  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  would  agree  can  be  made,  and 
it  surely  can  be  made  under  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2.  All  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  has  to  do  is  to  place  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  Veterans  Placement  Ser¬ 
vice  in  the  same  officers  and  employees 
of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
who  administer  the  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service.  In  this  way  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Commission  will 
be  carried  out  in  full. 

The  report  of  the  Senate  committee 
also  seems  to  imply  that  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  goes  way  beyond  the  Hoover 
Commission  in  abolishing  the  Veterans’ 
Placement  Service  Board.  It  must  be 
understood,  however,  that  the  merger 
recommended  by  the  Hoover  Commission, 
that  is,  of  the  Veterans’  Placement  Serv¬ 
ice  with  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  could  not  in  any  way  be  ac¬ 
complished  unless  this  Board  is  also 
abolished.  The  Veterans’  Placement 
Service  Board  is  now  under  the  chair¬ 
manship  of  the  Administrator  of  the 
Veterans’  Administration  and  is  com¬ 
posed  of  various  executive  officers  of  the 
Government,  including  the  Secretary  of 
Labor.  This  Board  has  the  statutory 
duty  to  formulate  policies  for  adminis¬ 
tering  the  Veterans’  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice.  This  Board  is  entirely  outside  of  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  and 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security. 
Under  these  circumstances  no  complete 
merger  would  be  possible  unless  the  pol¬ 
icy-making  functions  of  the  Board  were 
to  vest  in  the  same  officers  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  who  shape  the  policies  for  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  and  the 
United  States  Employment  Service.  Un¬ 
der  the  plan  this  officer  would  be  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  and,  therefore,  the 
only  way  in  which  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  recommendations  may  be  carried 
out  is  by  vesting  this  policy-making 
function  of  the  Veterans’  Placement 
Service  Board  in  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 
Such  a  step  would  be  taken  by  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  2,  thereby  hoeing  the 
line  to  the  exact  pattern  established  by 
the  Hoover  Commission. 
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The  committee  report  again  seems  to 
imply  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
should  have  included  seven  additional 
recommendations  for  strengthening  the 
Department  of  Labo^  1  have  previously 
mentioned  that.  These  recommenda¬ 
tions,  however,  involve  not  only  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  but  at  least  a  dozen 
other  Government  agencies  and  involve 
issues  which  are  for  the  most  part  to¬ 
tally  unrelated  to  the  transfer  of  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security.  As  I 
have  stated,  Mr.  President,  the  President 
has  submitted  to  the  Congress  only  those 
issues  which  the  Congress  could  be  rea¬ 
sonably  expected  to  dispose  of  in  the 
limited  time  available. 

There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the 
President  has  any  other  intention  than 
to  carry  out  these  further  recommenda¬ 
tions  as  soon  as  time  will  permit. 

The  Senate  committee  gave  a  full  op¬ 
portunity  for  all  individuals  and  all 
groups  to  present  their  views  concerning 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2.  As  other 
distinguished  Senators  who  are  members 
of  the  committee  will  affirm,  there  were 
several  days  of  hearings,  many  written 
and  oral  statements  presented  to  the 
committee,  and  a  host  of  telegrams  and 
letters,  both  for  and  against  the  plan.  I 
have  gone  over  most  of  the  record,  in 
fact  I  would  say  I  have  gone  over  once 
the  entire  record  of  the  hearings  before 
the  committee,  and  I  am  convinced  that 
the  evidence  strongly  supports  the  posi¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  Hoover  Commission. 

There  was  a  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  New  York  whether 
unemployment  compensation  was  direct¬ 
ly  related  to  the  Department  of  Labor’s 
activities.  The  junior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  would  like  to  say  that  the. 
Employment  Service  surely  belongs  in 
the  Department  of  Labor.  The  work 
of  the  Employment  Service  is  to  secure 
jobs  for  unemployed.  The  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Compensation  System  is  a  system 
set  up  to  alleviate  strains,  difficulties, 
and  poverty  during  periods  of  unemploy¬ 
ment.  We  in  America  are  not  working 
under  a  system  whereby  we  would  at¬ 
tempt  to  see  how  many  people  we  could 
keep  on  unemployment  compensation. 
The  job  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
the  job  of  the  Government  is  not  to  see 
how  many  persons  can  be  kept  on  a  $20- 
a-week  unemployment  compensation, 
but  to  see  how  many  persons  can  be  kept 
at  work  in  productive  employment. 

Furthermore,  it  should  be  noted  that 
unemployment-compensation  benefici¬ 
aries,  that  is,  those  who  receive  the  com¬ 
pensation,  must  be  listed  with  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Service,  and  there  is  a  direct 
relationship  between  the  Employment 
Service  activities,  which  helps  to  find 
jobs  for  the  unemployed,  and  the  Un¬ 
employment  Compensation  System’s  ac¬ 
tivities,  which  furnishes  some  means  of 
sustenance  during  a  period  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  while  a  man  is  seeking  a  job. 

In  preparing  the  minority  report,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  brought 
out  what  the  Hoover  Commission  had  to 
say  in  reference  to  the  Unemployment 
Compensation  Service  and  the  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  being  brought  together.  I 
should  like  to  read  from  page  3  of  the 


minority  views  on  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  of  1949.  T  read  as  follows: 

The  Hoover  Commission  stated  that  there 
were  cogent  reasons  why  this  agency  and 
certain  other  agencies  and  functions 
“should  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of 
Labor.  They  are  more  nearly  related  to  the 
problems  of  labor  than  those  with  which  they 
are  now  associated,  and  their  transfer  ac¬ 
cords  with  the  Commission’s  first  report 
which  recommended  that  agencies  be  grouped 
according  to  their  major  purpose.” 

More  specifically  as  to  the  reasons  for  rec¬ 
ommending  the  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  to  the  Department  of 
Labor  the  Hoover  Commission  stated: 

“It  is  now  generally  agreed  by  both  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  officials  that  it  is  desirable 
to  integrate  fiscal  and  administrative  review 
of  the  two  State  programs  under  the  super¬ 
vision  of  the  same  Federal  department.  The 
placement  operations  are  the  primary  ob¬ 
jectives  of  this  dual  arrangement.  The  pay¬ 
ing  of  unemployment-compensation  claims 
is  a  temporary  expedient  until  the  eligible 
worker  can  be  brought  back  into  the  produc¬ 
tive  labor  force.” 

What  the  Hoover  Commission  was 
pointing  out  so  well,  was  that  no  matter 
what  we  do  with  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security,  the  Unemployment 
Compensation  Service  and  the  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  aspects  must  be  transferred 
together. 

The  Senate  committee,  as  I  have 
stated,  gave  all  individuals  and  all 
groups  a  full  opportunity  to  present 
their  views  concerning  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2.  Perhaps  the  most  outstand¬ 
ing  fact  presented  to  the  committee  is 
the  steady  increasing  of  unemployment 
facing  the  Nation  today.  I  am  one  of 
those  who  believe  that  any  sound  step 
which  this  Congress  can  take  to  remedy 
or  alleviate  the  plight  of  the  unemployed 
should  be  taken  without  delay.  Now  the 
testimony  was  clear,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  primary  function  of  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  is  to  administer 
funds  for  maintaining  a  Nation-wide 
system  for  getting  jobs  for  workers.  This 
business  of  paying  cash  benefits  for  un¬ 
employment  and  supervising  the  use  of 
funds  for  this  purpose  is  secondary  at 
best.  We  all  know  that  the  emphasis 
must  be  on  finding  the  job  for  the  worker. 
The  primary  objective  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  to  obtain  jobs.  When  we  do  this 
we  reduce  the  amount  which  the  em¬ 
ployers  and  the  public  will  have  to  pay 
as  unemployment  compensation.  We 
also  help  the  worker  because  cash  bene¬ 
fits,  although  they  may  be  necessary, 
are  nevertheless  a  very  poor  makeshift 
for  the  earnings  from  a  steady  job. 

What  agency  of  the  Government,  Mr. 
President,  is  most  concerned  with  op¬ 
portunities  for  employment.  Certainly 
it  is  not  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 
That  agency  primarily  deals  with  the 
welfare  of  individuals  as  such.  That 
agency  tries  to  improve  the  education  of 
our  children.  It  promotes  the  health  of 
all  our  people.  It  is  concerned  with  the 
cause  and  cure  or  control  of  cancer.  It 
tries  to  improve  or  accomplish  methods 
of  taking  care  of  babies  and  growing 
children.  It  tries  to  prevent  poisonous 
foods  and  dangerous  drugs  from  injur¬ 
ing  the  public.  It  aids  in  the  care  of 
the  mentally  ill.  It  gives  the  States  the 


money  to  take  care  of  the  blind,  the 
aged,  and  dependent  or  crippled  chil¬ 
dren.  It  provides  pensions  for  old  people 
who  can  no  longer  work. 

None  of  these  functions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  has  any  direct  re¬ 
lationship  to  getting  jobs  for  workers. 
None  of  these  functions  bears  any  direct 
relation  to  working  people  as  wage  earn¬ 
ers  in  the  great  labor  force  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  Both  the  Hoover  Commission  and 
the  Brookings  Institution  came  to  this 
sound  conclusion,  and  the  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  supports  them.  The 
Hoover  Commission  said  that  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  is  pri¬ 
marily  concerned  with  getting  jobs  for 
workers,  and  therefore  should  be  placed 
in  the  Department  of  Labor,  which  is  the 
primary  agency  of  the  Government  deal¬ 
ing  with  labor  problems  and  with  pro¬ 
moting  opportunities  for  profitable  em¬ 
ployment. 

Let  me  refer  to  the  experience  in  the 
respective  States,  lest  some  think  we  are 
blazing  a  new  trail,  or  charging  off  on 
some  uncharted  course.  This  is  from  the 
report  of  the  task  force  of  the  Hoover 
Commission,  n  reference  to  this  type  of 
integrated  agency,  where  unemployment 
compensation  and  employment-service 
activities  are  carried  on  in  one  agency. 
The  Hoover  Commission  task  force  has 
this  to  say: 

In  the  States,  the  employment  security 
agency  is  not  located  in  the  State  welfare, 
health,  or  education  department,  but  is 
either  located  in  the  State  industrial  com¬ 
mission  or  labor  department  (15  States),  in 
a  department  with  other  labor  functions 
(6  States) ,  or  in  an  independent  employment 
security  or  unemployment  compensation 
commission  (30  States).  The  States  thus 
either  consider  employment  security  as  an 
employment  function  requiring  coordina¬ 
tion  with  other  such  functions,  or  give  it  a 
separate  status.  They  do  not  merge  it  with 
public  assistance,  health,  or  education. 

The  task  force  making  this  particular 
investigation  found  that  throughout  the 
States,  the  laboratories  of  our  democ¬ 
racy  where  the  Federal-assistance  pro¬ 
grams  are  carried  out,  the  pattern  of  ar¬ 
rangement  is  not  to  have  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  with  a  health,  wel¬ 
fare,  and  education  agency  such  as  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  but  to  put  it 
into  the  labor  department  of  the  State  or 
the  industrial  commission  of  the  State, 
or  a  separate  compensation  division  or 
board.  I  think  that  should  have  some 
controlling  effect  upon  our  thinking  as 
to  the  soundness  of  approach  of  the 
Hoover  Commission. 

Let  me  refer  to  what  the  Department 
of  Labor  would  do.  The  Department  of 
Labor  possesses  the  necessary  specialists, 
the  wealth  of  information  on  occupa¬ 
tions,  on  employment  trends,  on  wage 
rates,  on  working  conditions,  on  labor 
legislation,  and  on  other  matters  essen¬ 
tial  to  employment  counseling  and 
placement.  In  this  day  and  age  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  is  not  merely  a  matter 
of  registering  for  a  job.  In  this  day  and 
age  of  specialization,  skilled  and  semi¬ 
skilled  workers,  professional  workers 
and  semiprofessional  workers,  in  this 
day  and  age  of  mass  production,  when 
people  do  a  particular  type  of  specified. 
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detailed  assignment,  the  Employment 
Service  activity  is  a  highly  specialized 
activity.  It  requires  facts,  figures,  and 
statistical  analysis.  It  requires  aptitude 
testing  and  job  placement.  The  Labor 
Department  of  this  Government  is 
equipped  by  experience,  tradition,  and 
practice  to  perform  these  essential  serv¬ 
ices. 

The  various  bureaus  and  functions  of 
the  Department  of  Labor  were  shown 
by  the  testimony  to  be  interdependent 
with  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security. 
The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  and  the 
United  States  Employment  Service,  for 
example,  must  work  closely  together. 
The  local  employment  office  provides  the 
Bureau  with  the  necessary  facts  on  in¬ 
dustrial  and  occupational  opportunities, 
on  characteristics  of  unemployment,  on 
hiring  practices,  and  on  labor-market 
conditions. 

Let  me  digress  for  a  moment.  Here  is 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  I 
ask  any  person  in  America  to  what  Bu¬ 
reau  the  average  American  citizen,  the 
good.  God-fearing,  decent  American  citi¬ 
zen  who  has  no  special  ax  to  grind,  looks 
for  facts?  What  Bureau  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment  do  the  consumers  of  America  look 
to  to  find  out  about  the  cost  of  living? 
What  Bureau  in  the  Government  is  Gen¬ 
eral  Motors  willing  to  rely  upon  in  es¬ 
tablishing  a  basis  for  wage  rates  with 
the  United  Automobile  Workers?  What 
Bureau  of  the  Government  has  been  able 
to  command  the  respect  of  employers, 
consumers,  and  everyone  else  in  this  Na¬ 
tion?  The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
under  the  direct  supervision  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

There  is  not  one  iota  of  evidence  to  re¬ 
veal  that  there  has  ever  been  prejudice 
or  bias  in  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
or  in  the  Employment  Service  when  it 
was  under  the  Department  of  Labor. 

It  is  an  old  Anglo-Saxon  principle  of 
law  which  seems  to  be  forgotten  these 
days  that  a  man  is  innocent  until  he  is 
proved  guilty.  All  too  often  around 
Washington  one  is  guilty  until  he  proves 
himself  innocent.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
time  to  start  legislating  on  the  basis  that 
someone  is  going  to  be  guilty  merely  be¬ 
cause  someone  says  he  might  be,  and 
make  the  poor  fellow  come  forward  and 
say,  “I  am  not  guilty.  Let  me  prove  my 
innocence.”  God  forbid.  Anglo-Saxon 
law  is  based  upon  the  concept  of  a  man’s 
innocence;  and  if  you  want  to  prove 
something  on  him,  you  had  better  prove 
it,  and  not  merely  guess  about  it,  or  in¬ 
dulge  in  rumor-mongering.  I  think  that 
principle  could  be  very  well  adopted 
throughout  the  Government. 

That  is  the  Christian,  democratic  prin¬ 
ciple  that  a  man  is  innocent  until  he  is 
proved  guilty.  It  seems  to  me  that  it 
would  be  a  good  idea  to  assume  that 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  in  view  of  tra¬ 
dition,  experience,  practice,  and  record, 
is  going  to  be  impartial,  unbiased,  hon¬ 
orable,  and  decent  in  administering  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  with  a 
sense  of  integrity  and  public  service  in 
the  greatest  democracy  in  the  world. 

Mr.  President,  that  was  not  in  the 
script.  It  has  been  on  my  mind  for  a 
long  time. 


As'  I  have  said,  the  local  employment 
office  provides  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta¬ 
tistics  with  the  necessary  facts  on  indus¬ 
trial  and  occupational  opportunities,  on 
characteristics  of  unemployment,  on 
hiring  practices,  and  on  labor-market 
conditions.  This  interrelationship  which 
now  exists  between  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  and  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  is  one  which  even  the  blind  can 
see.  The  Bureau  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity  cannot  be  operated  without  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  the  Labor  Department,  unless 
we  wish  to  establish  another  set  of 
bureaucrats.  Without  this  interrela¬ 
tionship,  we  would  have  to  establish  an¬ 
other  separate  agency  to  gather  its  own 
information. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  inte¬ 
grate,  coordinate,  eliminate  duplication, 
and  eliminate  waste.  This  is  one  of  the 
soundest  proposals  we  have  had  in  the 
process  of  Government  operation. 

The  same  interrelationship  exists  with 
respect  to  the  other  bureaus  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  including  the  Bureau 
of  Apprentice  Training.  Apprentice 
training  has  something  to  do  with  em¬ 
ployment  opportunities  and  the  work 
force.  The  same  interrelationship  exists 
with  respect  to  the  Women’s  Bureau,  the 
Wage  and  Hour  Division,  and  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Veterans’  Reemployment  Rights. 
They  are  all  under  the  Department  of 
Labor.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no 
logical  argument  why  the  Employment 
Service  and  the  Unemployment  Compen¬ 
sation  Service  ought  not  to  be  where 
they  justly  belong. 

I  do  not  desire  at  this  time  to  go  into 
all  the  ramifications  of  these  interrela¬ 
tionships,  enjoyable  as  it  would  be.  I 
believe  that  these  questions  are  quite 
thoroughly  covered  in  the  minority  views 
which  I  have  presented  for  the  observa¬ 
tion  and  study  of  the  Senate.  In  my 
opinion  the  record  before  the  committee 
overwhelmingly  supports  the  existence 
of  this  close  relationship,  and  I  doubt 
that  even  those  who  are  opposed  to  the 
plan  will  deny  its  very  real  existence. 

One  would  think,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  simple  logic  of  placing  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  would  have  made  some 
impression  upon  the  committee  and  on 
the  Senate.  Here  we  have  the  Brook¬ 
ings  Institution  saying  in  fact  that  the 
Bureau  is  closely  related  to  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
we  have  the  Hoover  Commission  not 
only  saying  the  same  thing  but  also  rec¬ 
ommending  the  transfer.  In  addition 
to  that  we  have  virtually  uncontradicted 
testimony  to  the  same  effect  before  the 
committee  but  in  spite  of  all  this,  con¬ 
cludes  that  the  facts  offer  no  assurances 
of  increased  efficiency.  I  merely  wish  to 
point  out  that  ex-President  Hoover  gave 
these  assurances  personally  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  as  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Lodge]  so  well  stated.  Ex- 
President  Hoover  said: 

I  have  the  faith  that  this  Bureau  placed 
in  the  Department  of  Labor  and  associated 
with  men  who  are  familiar  with  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  labor,  will  get  more  economical 
handling  than  it  will  be  as  a  sort  of  an 
orphan  in  the  social  security,  where  there 
are  other  and  much  more  dominant 
activities. 


I  also  wish  to  quote  something  else  ex- 
President  Hoover  said  about  the  rela¬ 
tionship  of  these  programs  to  the  Federal 
Security  Agency: 

I  do  not  believe  rfdiat  the  grants-in-ald 
feature  of  agencies  creates  special  affinity  on 
which  to  set  up  organization  plans.  I  do 
not  see  any  more  reason  why  we  should 
any  more  confine  the  agency  under  discus¬ 
sion  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency  be¬ 
cause  it  is  a  grant-in-aid  than  that  we 
should  put  the  highways  in  the  Security 
Agency  because  they  also  are  grants-in-aid. 
In  other  words,  the  theory  that  all  the 
grants-in-aid  programs  ought  to  be  brought 
together  seems  to  me  to  be  a  feeble  basis 
for  administrative  organization  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

The  Senate  committee  had  the  assur¬ 
ances  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security,  who  will  admin¬ 
ister  this  program  in  the  Department  of 
Labor,  and  other  leading  citizens,  both 
inside  the  Government  and  in  private 
life.  In  view  of  these  facts  and  these 
assurances,  I  can  hardly  believe,  Mr. 
President,  that  the  committee  can  claim 
that  the  record  offers  no  assurances  of 
increased  efficiency.  These  facts  clearly 
contradict  any  such  conclusion  of  the 
committee.  It  seems  to  me  that  all  this 
evidence  which  shows  the  close  coordina¬ 
tion  that  will  be  possible  between  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  and  the 
other  bureaus  of  the  Labor  Department, 
enabling  a  close  day-to-day  working  re¬ 
lationship,  points  unmistakably  toward 
more  efficient  and  more  effective  use  out 
of  every  dollar  invested  both  in  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  and  in  the 
other  bureaus  now  in  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

In  spite  of  all  this,  however,  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  expresses  the  opinion  that 
increased  cost  would  result  from  the 
transfer.  Mr.  President,  it  seems  t6  me 
that  all  we  are  doing  here  is  picking  up 
a  bureau  of  the  Government  and  moving 
it  bodily  from  one  agency  to  another. 
The  bureau  will  operate  with  the  same 
appropriations  and  will  carry  out  the 
same  functions  which  it  now  discharges. 
It  will  be  administered  by  the  same  Di¬ 
rector  and  through  the  use  of  the  same 
personnel.  Under  these  circumstances, 
and  without  any  facts  in  support  of  the 
contrary  proposition,  I  fail  to  see  how 
any  reasonable  man  can  contend  that  it 
will  cost  more  to  operate  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  under  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  than  it  would  where 
it  is  now  situated,  particularly  when  we 
can  thereby  consolidate  statistical  re¬ 
search.  The  opponents  of  this  plan  seem 
to  base  their  contention  of  increased 
costs  upon  the  need  of  establishing  new 
field  offices,  once  the  transfer  is  made. 
The  evidence  before  the  committee,  how¬ 
ever,  was  to  the  effect  that  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  has  12  offices  in  the  field 
and  the  Department  of  Labor  has  12  of¬ 
fices  in  the  field.  In  every  case  except 
one,  these  offices  are  in  identical  cities. 
Since  the  personal  relationship  to  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  opera¬ 
tions  would  be  transferred  under  the 
plan,  there  seems  to  be  no  basis  for 
claiming  an  increase  in  the  cost  of  field 
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operations.  The  argument  presented  by 
the  opponents  of  the  plan  seems  to  boil 
down  to  an  expression  of  opinion  that 
the  whole  plan  should  be  tossed  aside  by 
the  Senate  because  it  might  require  the 
Department  of  Labor  to  establish  one 
field  office  in  the  same  city  in  which  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  now  maintains 
that  field  office.  Upon  this  basis  alone, 
the  opponents  seem  to  feel  that  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  should  be  ignored.  I  can  think  of  no 
weaker  reason,  Mr.  President,  for  scut¬ 
tling  a  worthy  recommendation. 

Let  us  be  frank  concerning  the  objec¬ 
tions  raised  to  this  transfer.  These  ob¬ 
jections  cannot  be  based  upon  the  issues 
of  efficiency  or  effectiveness  or  economy 
in  the  Government.  These  objections 
are  wholly  based  upon  a  vague  and  un¬ 
substantiated  fear  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  would  administer  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  solely  in  the  in¬ 
terests  of  workers,  and  would  be  pre¬ 
judiced  against  the  interest  of  employ¬ 
ers.  Mr.  President,  I  repeat  that  I  share 
no  such  view.  Herbert  Hoover,  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Commission,  does  not  share 
that  view.  He  equally  discounts  this 
element  of  prejudice.  I  quote  from  Mr. 
Hoover’s  testimony: 

I  do  not  think  any  reasonable  employer 
would  have  prejudice  on  that  account. 

Mr.  Hoover  was  speaking  of  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  the  Agency.  Then  he  said: 

In  any  event,  I  do  not  see  any  differences 
which  will  arise  in  the  administration  of 
a  bureau  wherever  it  is.  I  do  not  believe 
that  an  employer  ought  to  have  any  less 
confidence  in  the  objectivity  of  the  Labor 
Department  than  the  Federal  Security 
Agency.  If  there  is  such  criticism  the  em¬ 
ployer  ought  to  realize  that  these  bureaus 
placed  in  the  Labor  Department  will  be  the 
more  vivid  searchlight  of  public  opinion 
than  if  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
whose  major  purposes  are  not  related  to  the 
subject. 

He  went  on  to  say: 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  is  a  prejudiced  Department  advocat¬ 
ing  one  aspect  of  American  life  any  more 
than  the  Department  of  Commerce.  We 
have  to  believe  that  the  departments  of  the 
Government  are  going  to  act  on  behalf  of  all 
the  citizens  of  the  country,  and  that  the 
searchlight  of  public  opinion  and  the  action 
of  Congress  will  keep  them  on  that  track. 
Certainly  I  do  not  like  to  see  a  poor  admin¬ 
istrative  structure  just  because  of  prejudice. 

I  reviewed  the  entire  record  before 
the  committee,  and  I  can  assure  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  not  one  case  of  bias  or  preju¬ 
dice  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  in  the  administration  of  its  vari¬ 
ous  statutory  duties  was  brought  before 
the  committee.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  fully  assured  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  will  be  operated  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  in  the  same  impartial 
manner  as  it  now  operates,  and  by  the 
same  impartial  personnel,  including  the 
present  Director,  Mr.  Goodwin,  who  now 
operates  it. 

While  I  am  on  this  point,  I  wish  to 
call  attention  to  one  factor  of  this  plan 
which  will  give  added  assurance  of  im¬ 
partiality,  if  such  assurance  is  needed. 
The  Federal  Advisory  Council,  created 
by;  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  to  advise  as 


to  the  employment  service,  would,  under 
the  plan,  also  advise  with  respect  to  all 
the  activities  of  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security.  This  Council  has  the 
statutory  job  of  fluctuating  policies  and 
directing  problems  relating  to  employ¬ 
ment  and  insuring  impartiality,  neutral¬ 
ity,  and  freedom  from  influence  in  the 
solution  of  such  problems.  The  Coun¬ 
cil  is  composed  of  35  men  and  women, 
representing  employers  and  employees  in 
equal  numbers,  and  also  representing  the 
public.  Many  of  the  members  of  the 
Council  are  leading  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  stated 
to  the  committee  that  he  will  use  this 
Council  actively  when  he  is  shaping  his 
policies  on  the  employment  service  and 
in  employment  compensation  functions. 
I  am  sure,  Mr.  President,  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Advisory  Council  in  the  Department 
of  Labor,  operating  as  it  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  do  under  this  plan,  should  lay 
at  rest  these  vague  fears  of  partiality 
on  the  part  of  the  Department. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  the  list  of  members  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Advisory  Council,  with  their  proper 
titles. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Members  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Council 

PUBLIC  REPRESENTATIVES 

Dr.  William  Haber,  professor  of  economics. 
University  of  Michigan,  Ann  Arbor,  Mich., 
Chairman  of  the  Council. 

Mr.  John  J.  Corson,  circulation  director, 
Washington  Post,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Mrs.  Saidie  Orr  Dunbar,  past  president, 
Federated  Women’s  Clubs,  Portland,  Oreg. 

Dr.  Merle  E.  Frampton,  principal,  New  York 
Institute  for  the  Education  of  the  Blind, 
New  York  City. 

Mr.  Fred  K.  Hoehler,  executive  director, 
Community  Fund  of  Chicago,  Inc.,  Chicago, 
Ill. 

Mrs.  Henry  A.  Ingraham,  former  president, 
national  board,  YWCA,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 

Mr.  Roscoe  C.  Martin,  bureau  of  public  ad¬ 
ministration,  University  of  Alabama,  Univer¬ 
sity,  Ala. 

Mr.  Ira  D.  Reid,  professor,  Haverford  Col¬ 
lege,  Haverford,  Pa. 

Mrs.  Anna  M.  Rosenberg,  New  York  City. 

Mr.  Max  F.  Baer,  national  director,  B’nai 
B’rith  Vocational  Service  Bureau,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C. 

Dr.  Sumner  Slichter,  professor  of  econom¬ 
ics,  Harvard  University,  Cambridge,  Mass. 

Dr.  Edwin  E.  Witte,  department  of  eco¬ 
nomics,  University  of  Wisconsin,  Madison, 
Wis. 

MANAGEMENT  REPRESENTATIVES 

Miss  Bess  Bloodworth,  vice  president,  the 
Namm  Store,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 

Mr.  Prentiss  L.  Coonley,  business  consul¬ 
tant,  Washington,  D.  C  . 

Mr.  John  Lovett,  general  manager,  Michi¬ 
gan  Manufacturers’  Association,  Detroit, 
Mich. 

Mr.  George  Mead,  president,  the  Mead 
Corp.,  Dayton,  Ohio. 

Mr.  H.  S.  Vance,  chairman  of  the  board, 
Studebaker  Corp.,  South  Bend,  Ind. 

Mr.  Frank  De  Vyver,  Duke  University,  Dur¬ 
ham,  N.  C. 

Mr.  Marion  Folsom,  treasurer,  Eastman 
Kodak  Co.,  Rochester,  N.  Y. 

Note:  At  the  moment  there  are  two  vacan¬ 
cies. 

LABOR  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr.  John  Brophy,  director,  industrial  union 
councils.  Congress  of  Industrial  Organiza¬ 
tions,  Washington,  D.  C, 


Mr.  Harry  Boyer,  president,  Pennsylvania 
Industrial  Union  Council,  Harrisburg,  Pa. 

Mr.  Nelson  H.  Cruikshank,  director,  social 
insurance  activities,  American  Federation  of 
Labor,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  James  L.  McDevitt,  president,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Federation  of  Labor,  Harrisburg,  Pa. 

Mr.  H.  L.  Mitchell,  president,  National 
Farm  Labor  Union,  American  Federation  of 
Labor,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  Paul  Sifton,  national  legislative  rep¬ 
resentative,  UAW,  Congress  of  Industrial 
Organizations,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Mrs.  Katherine  Ellickson,  assistant  director 
of  research,  Congress  of  Industrial  Organi¬ 
zations,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  James  Brownlow,  secretary-treasurer 
of  the  metal  trades  department,  AFL,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  Joseph  M.  Rourke,  secretary-treasurer, 
Connecticut  State  Federation  of  Labor, 
Bridgeport,  Conn. 

VETERANS  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr.  Robert  S.  Allen,  author,  member  of 
American  Veterans’  Committee,  Washington, 
D.  C. 

Mr.  Lawrence  J.  Fenlon,  chairman,  national 
economic  commission,  American  Legion, 
Chicago,  Ill. 

Mr.  Omar  B.  Ketchum,  director,  national 
legislative  service.  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  Millard  W.  Rice,  executive  secretary, 
Disabled  American  Veterans’  Service  Foun¬ 
dation,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  Edgar  Corry,  Jr.,  past  national  com¬ 
mander,  American  Veterans  of  World  War 
II,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  one  other  point  which  this  argu¬ 
ment  of  partiality  completely  ignores. 
It  is  this :  The  authority  of  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  stems  from  many  different  stat¬ 
utes  in  various  fields  of  activity.  For 
example,  he  administers  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act,  the  Walsh-Healey  Public  Contracts 
Act,  the  child-labor  provisions  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  the  various 
statutory  provisions  creating  the  Wom¬ 
en’s  Bureau  and  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  the  Veterans’  Reemployment 
Rights  defined  in  the  Selective  Service 
Act  of  1940,  and  the  Federal  Apprentice¬ 
ship  Act.  Under  all  these  statutes,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  must  do  what  the 
statutes  provide.  If  the  Secretary  is 
given  responsibility  for  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security,  he  must  act  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  governing  that 
bureau.  These  laws  are  the  Wagner- 
Peyser  Act,  the  Social  Security  Act,  and 
the  Federal  Unemployment  Tax  Act. 
These  statutes  give  the  Secretary  very 
little  discretion.  Under  them,  his  main 
function  is  to  approve  the  use  of  Federal 
funds  for  administering  State  laws.  The 
standards  for  approving  or  disapproving 
a  particular  State  plan  for  receiving  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  are  spelled  out  in  the  statute 
itself.  These  standards,  and  these  stan¬ 
dards  alone,  must  guide  the  Secretary  in 
formulating  policies  and  making  deter¬ 
minations  with  respect  to  granting  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  very  sorry  that  at 
this  time  the  distinguished  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg]  is 
not  in  the  chamber,  because  he  asked 
about  the  matter  of  partiality  and  asked 
about  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  and  what  he  could  do,  for  example, 
with  experience-rating  systems.  I  shall 
point  that  out.  It  is  crystal  clear  that 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  must  operate 
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under  statutory  law.  So  long  as  State 
laws  and  State  operations  meet  the  spe¬ 
cific  standards  prescribed  by  the  Federal 
law  and  are  approved  by  the  Secretary, 
Federal  aid  must  be  granted  to  the 
States. 

The  Federal  law,  for  example,  specific¬ 
ally  leaves  to  the  States  the  question  of 
paying  unemployment  benefits  to  strik¬ 
ers.  That  is  in  the  law.  On  this  point  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  would  have  no  dis¬ 
cretion  whatever. 

Another  example  arises  with  respect 
to  the  experience-rating  system.  This 
is  the  vital  issue.  The  experience-rating 
system  is  a  problem  which  was  particu¬ 
larly  considered  by  the  business  organi¬ 
zations  as  they  testified  before  the  com¬ 
mittee.  The  Federal  law  is  designed  to 
encourage  experience-rating  systems  un¬ 
der  State  unemployment-compensation 
laws. 

This  is  how  it  works.  The  Federal  Un¬ 
employment  Tax  Act  provides  for  a  3- 
percent  tax  on  employers’  pay  rolls.  All 
except  three-tenths  of  1  percent  of  this 
tax  may  be  offset  by  payments  made  by 
employers  to  the  State  under  the  State 
law.  In  other  words,  2.7  percent  of  this 
tax  can  be  paid  to  the  State.  Three- 
tenths  of  1  percent  must  go  to  the  Na¬ 
tional  Government  for  purposes  of  ad¬ 
ministration. 

In  addition  the  Federal  law  provides 
that,  even  though  the  payments  under 
the  State  law  do  not  amount  to  the  total 
of  2.7  percent,  nevertheless  the  employer 
shall  be  allowed  credits  with  respect  to  a 
reduced  rate  permitted  by  the  State  law 
on  an  experience-rating  basis.  In  other 
words,  the  tax  can  be  reduced  on  an  ex¬ 
perience-rating  basis.  The  Federal  law 
spells  this  out  clearly.  It  has  definite 
standards  which  the  State  experience¬ 
rating  system  must  meet,  and  when  these 
standards  are  met,  the  additional  credits 
must  be  allowed  within  the  range  be¬ 
tween  zero  percent  and  2.7  percent.  That 
is  left  to  the  States.  It  is  a  problem  for 
the  State  legislature. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  neither  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  nor  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  may  change  the  experi¬ 
ence-rating  system.  Neither  can  legally 
abolish  it.  The  Congress  has  written  the 
law,  and  the  Congress  alone  may  change 
or  abolish  this  protection. 

In  the  minority  views,  at  page  10,  we 
have  this  to  say: 

With  regard  to  experience  rating,  the  testi¬ 
mony  was  abundantly  clear  that,  for  all 
practical  purposes,  the  State  officials  can 
read  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  statute, 
submit  a  plan  for  experience  rating,  com¬ 
plying  with  the  standards  of  the  statute  and 
that  plan  must  be  approved.  For  example, 
the  Federal  Unemployment  Tax  Act  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  3-percent  tax  on  employers’  pay 
rolls.  All  except  three-tenths  of  1  percent 
of  this  tax  may  be  offset  by  payments  made 
by  the  employer  under  the  State  law.  The 
Federal  law  in  addition  provides  that  the 
employer  shall  be  allowed  credits  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  reduced  rate  permitted  by  State 
law  on  an  experience-rating  basis.  This 
is  for  the  purpose  of  encouraging  the  ex¬ 
perience-rating  system.  The  Federal  law 
spells  out  clearly  defined  standards  which 
the  experience-rating  system  must  meet. 
When  these  standards  are  met  additional 
credits  must  be  allowed  within  the  range 
between  zero  percent  and  2.7  percent. 


Under  the  above  circumstances  it  is  ap¬ 
parent  that  no  administrative  agency  can 
legally  abolish  the  experience-rating  system 
or  prevent  any  State  from  adopting  such  a 
system.  The  protection  for  the  system  has 
been  written  by  the  Congress  into  the  law. 
Congress  alone  may  change  or  abolish  this 
protection.  Neither  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  nor  the  Department  of  Labor  may 
do  so. 

I  am  happy  to  see  the  Senator  to 
whom  I  referred  returning  to  the  Senate 
Chamber,  and  I  am  going  to  burden  the 
few  loyal  colleagues  who  have  remained 
with  me  during  the  discussion  to  bring 
this  to  the  attention  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan.  I  am  discuss¬ 
ing  the  matter  of  experience  rating, 
about  which  the  distinguished  Senator 
inquired,  and  I  am  sure  he  is  deeply 
concerned  about  it.  I  was  pointing  out 
how  it  operates.  I  pointed  out  that  the 
Federal  law  was  designed  to  encourage 
the  experience-rating  system  under 
State  unemployment-compensation  laws. 
I  pointed  out  that  the  Federal  Unem¬ 
ployment  Tax  Act  provides  for  a  3  per¬ 
cent  tax  on  pay  rolls,  only  three-tenths 
of  1  percent  of  which- goes  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  while  2.7  percent  can 
be  collected  by  the  State.  I  pointed  out 
that  the  State  can  adjust  the  tax  with 
employers,  on  the  basis  of  experience 
rating.  I  then  went  on  to  point  out, 
from  the  testimony  given  before  the 
committee,  that  neither  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency  nor  the  Department  of 
Labor  can  change  the  experience-rating 
system.  Neither  can  legally  abolish  it. 
The  Congress  has  written  this  into  the 
law,  and  the  Congress  alone  may 
change  or  abolish  it.  I  further  stated 
that  the  conditions  for  State  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  Federal  law  are  specifically 
clear-cut  under  the  law.  The  Secretary 
of  Labor  would^have  very  little  to  say. 
But  I  may  point  out  that  under  the  exist¬ 
ing  system  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
does  not  approve  the  experience-rating 
system.  There  is  no  doubt  about  that. 
They  think  the  experience-rating  sys¬ 
tems  ought  to  be  abolished. 

How  about  the  present  Secretary  of 
Labor?  What  is  his  record  as  Governor 
of  Massachusetts?  His  record  as  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  Massachusetts  was  not  in  any 
way  to  vitiate  the  experience-rating  sys¬ 
tem,  but  to  improve  it,  or  at  least  to  de¬ 
fend  it.  I  am  sure  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge] 
will  say  Massachusetts  has  a  good  expe¬ 
rience-rating  system  of  unemployment 
compensation.  I  think  we  shall  find  at 
least  a  friendly  Secretary  of  Labor  in 
the  present  incumbent  of  that  office. 
But  I  may  say  we  cannot  judge  legisla¬ 
tion  by  personalities.  Those  of  us  who 
run  for  office  know  how  we  come  and  go. 
Generally,  too,  those  who  have  been  ap¬ 
pointed  to  office  know  a  little  about  com¬ 
ing  and  going.  What  we  must  think 
about  is  whether  this  is  good,  sound  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedure.  It  is  my  judg¬ 
ment  it  is  good,  sound  administrative 
procedure. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana? 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  If  concern  is  evidenced 
about  the  experience  rating  system, 
would  it  not  be  a  better  idea,  rather 
than  hold  up  a  good  reorganization  plan 
merely  because  of  the  experience  rating 
system,  to  go  ahead,  pass  a  law,  and 
make  it  clear  that  any  good  experience 
rating  system  a  State  wants  to  put  into 
effect  will  have  to  be  approved? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  that  is  a 
very  good  and  valid  comment. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  In  reply  to  the  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long],  I  think  the  Senator  is  familiar 
with  the  provision  in  section  1602  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code,  subsection  1, 
which  reads  as  follows: 

No  reduced  rate  of  contributions  to  a 
pooled  fund  or  to  a  partially  pooled  account, 
is  permitted  to  a  person  (or  group  of  per¬ 
sons)  having  individuals  in  his  (or  their) 
employ  except  on  the  basis  of  his  (or  their) 
experience  with  respect  to  the  unemploy¬ 
ment  or  other  factors  bearing  a  direct  rela¬ 
tion  to  unemployment  risk  during  not  less 
than  the  three  consecutive  years  immedi¬ 
ately  proceding  the  computation  date. 

In  that  connection,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  able  Senator  from  Minnesota  if 
he  does  not  believe,  in  the  light  of  that 
provision  in  the  law  which  quite  ob¬ 
viously  leaves  full  discretion  with  the 
administering  agency  in  regard  to  the 
interpretation  of  the  act  itself  and  the 
formulation  of  plans  under  the  act,  that 
it  would  be  possible  for  the  administer¬ 
ing  agency  to  create  a  formula  whereby 
experience  rating  as  such  would  vir¬ 
tually  cease  to  exist,  insofar  as  any  State 
of  the  Union  is  concerned,  which  might 
be  operating  under  it? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No,  I  do  not.  I 
make  the  observation  that  I  do  not,  be¬ 
cause  the  law  points  out  quite  specif¬ 
ically,  at  least,  one  standard  which  we 
have  to  have  for  an  experience  rating, 
namely,  the  matter  of  tax  reduction, 
and - 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  understands  that.  Those  are  basic 
requirements  of  the  law.  Then  comes 
this  discretion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  “Or  other  fac¬ 
tors.” 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  further  understands  that  insofar 
as  the  States  themselves  are  concerned, 
no  State  law  can  be  changed  by  any  act 
of  the  Congress  itself,  or  certainly  by  any 
administrative  act,  so  far  as  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  is  concerned.  But  here  is  the 
catch.  Is  it  not  true  that  in  spite  of  any 
State  law,  in  spite  of  any  plan  which 
might  have  been  previously  formulated 
and  agreed  to  on  the  part  of  the  admin¬ 
istering  agency,  a  change  in  plan  or  in 
formula  which  might  be  established  by 
the  administering  agency  through  action 
by  the  administering  agency  in  withhold¬ 
ing  funds — I  am  now  talking  about  ad¬ 
ministrative  funds — would,  in  effect,  have 
the  result  of  forcing  this,  that,  or  the 
other  State  to  change  its  statute  if  it 
were  to  be  able  to  continue  the  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  experience  ratings? 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  may  say  in  an¬ 
swer  to  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  New  York  that  what  he  is  posing 
as  a  problem  could  happen  to  anyone 
who  is  the  head  of  an  agency.  It  could 
happen  in  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New  York 
is  not  arguing  it;  he  is  simply  asking  the 
question. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  the  considered 
judgment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
that  if  the  law  pertaining  to  the  experi¬ 
ence-rating  system  is  such  that  it  can 
be  tampered  with,  we  should  rewrite  the 
law.  Eut  this  is  not  the  place  in  which 
to  rewrite  it. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  points  to  the  regulations. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Those  are  the  regu¬ 
lations  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
the  very  agency  which  the  Senator  from 
New  York  wants  to  have  establish  an 
experience-rating  program.  Apparently 
the  senior  Senator  from  New  York  thinks 
the  way  to  preserve  the  experience-rat¬ 
ing  program  is  to  have  administer  it  the 
Agency  which  has  already  announced 
that  it  does  not  believe  in  it. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  further  yield? 

Mr. 'HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  In  that  connection,  the 
Senator  from  New  York  would  like  to 
point  out  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
that  he  is  not  advocating  the  extension 
of  unemployment  insurance  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  because  the  Agency 
does  not  believe  in  it,  but  he  would  like 
to  ask  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  if  he 
knows  of  any  instance  in  which  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency,  up  to  this  time,  has 
done  anything  to  destroy  any  plan  of 
unemployment-insurance  rating  as  es¬ 
tablished  in  a  State? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  surely  do  not. 
Therefore,  I  may  say  to  my  distinguished 
friend  from  New  York,  let  us  cease  worry¬ 
ing.  Here  is  something  which  the  Agency 
announced  it  does  not  like,  but  yet  it 
has  not  done  anything  to  destroy  it. 

Mr.  IVES.  There  happen  to  be  many 
thousands  of  employers  in  the  Nation 
who  are  worrying  about  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  There  are  some 
persons  who  are  never  so  happy  as  when 
they  are  unhappy.  There  are  other  per¬ 
sons  who  enjoy  worrying.  They  con¬ 
jure  up  more  ghosts  and  more  bogeymen 
in  an  hour  than  a  dog  can  acquire  fleas. 
They  have  all  kinds  of  problems  on  their 
minds.  It  is  impossible  for  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States  to  set  at  rest  all  the 
worries  of  the  “ulcer”  groups  in  this 
country.  Some  people  are  bent  on  hav¬ 
ing  ulcers  and  dyspepsia.  I  do  not 
know  of  anything  as  a  remedy  except 
Bisodol,  or  something  of  that  nature. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  distinguished  and  able  Senator 
from  New  York  does  not  share  the  fears 
that  the  Labor  Department  would  be 
biased,  and  which  instead  he  merely  ex¬ 
pressed  and  passed  on  to  this  body,  would 
it  not  be  the  judgment  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  that  the  great 
talents  of  the  senior  Senator  from  New 


York  would  be  better  devoted  to  remov¬ 
ing  these  false  fears  on  the  part  of  em¬ 
ployers,  rather  than  merely  passing  them 
on  to  the  Senate,  and  seeking  to  influ¬ 
ence  this  body  by  giving  them  cir¬ 
culation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  pay  a  tribute  to 
my  esteemed  and  devoted  friend,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois,  for  his 
timely  observations  which  always  come 
to  my  rescue. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  would  merely  like  to  state  that  that 
is  one  of  the  chief  reasons  why  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  feels  that  delay 
should  be  had  at  this  time  so  some  of 
us  can  do  the  job  of  removing  these 
fears  which  exist  and  getting  the  differ¬ 
ences  reconciled  and  straightened  out. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to 
make  the  observation  that  when  the  Sen¬ 
ator  talks  of  delay,  I  know  it  is  foreign 
to  his  character.  He  is  a  man  of  ideals, 
and  he  is  one  who  likes  to  go  ahead  and 
get  things  done.  This  is  like  perform¬ 
ing  a  necessary  operation  which  has  been 
recommended  by  the  finest  diagnos¬ 
ticians  of  America.  Here  is  a  political 
surgery  job  which  needs  to  be  done.  Dr. 
Hoover  and  his  staff  have  looked  over 
the  patient.  There  have  been  relatives 
pacing  up  and  down,  waiting  outside  for 
the  diagnosis  to  be  reported.  The 
symptoms  have  been  found,  and  the  head 
surgeon  comes  in  and  says  to  the  family 
of  150,000,000  Americans,  “There  seems 
to  be,  at  long  last,  something  we  have 
found  in  political  medicine  that  is  able 
to  receive  unanimous  agreement.  Every 
surgeon  we  have,  the  two  employer  sur¬ 
geons,  the  Republican  surgeons,  the 
Democratic  surgeons,  the  chairman  and 
the  co-chairman,  all  agree  that  there  is 
an  operation  which  needs  to  be  per¬ 
formed.  What  is  the  operation?  It  is 
that  the  Federal  Security  Agency  must 
lose  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
and  that  Bureau  must  go  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  There  does  not  seem  to 
be  any  doubt  that  if  the  operation  is 
performed  the  patient  will  survive — not 
only  survive,  but  he  may  be  even  hap¬ 
pier.”  Surely  he  will  not  be  any  more 
unhappy,  and  his  relatives  will  not  be 
any  more  unhappy.  So  I  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  York,  let 
us  not*  worry  about  these  necessary  ap-' 
pendectomies  and  tonsilectomies. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  appreciates  very  gratefully  the 
tribute  paid  to  him  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  some  moments 
ago,  and  he  tried  to  express  his  feeling 
at  that  time.  However,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  would  like  to  point  out 
that,  be  all  of  those  things  as  they  may 
or  may  not  be,  the  fact  remains  that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  has  always  felt 
that  discretion  is  the  better  part  of 
valor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to 
concur  in  that  statement.  But  at  a  time 
when  there  is  something  necessary  to  be 
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done,  and  those  who  have  been  called 
in — and,  by  the  way,  called  in  by  the 
advice  and  counsel  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York;  I  am  sure  he  voted  for  it  and 
I  am  sure  he  feels  as  I  feel  about  it,  that 
there  is  something  of  such  great  impor¬ 
tance  that  the  matter  of  partisan  poli¬ 
tics  is  set  aside — let  us  go  ahead  on  what 
the  Commission  has  recommended. 

Mr.  President,  now  I  wish  to  conclude, 
because  I  have  taken  more  time  than  I 
had  intended.  I  wish  to  summarize  by 
saying  that  along  with  this  charge  of 
bias  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  comes  the  threat-  that  employers 
will  lose  confidence  in  the  Employment 
Service  if  it  is  placed  in  the  Department 
of  Labor.  Here,  again,  there  were  abso¬ 
lutely  no  facts  to  support  this  serious 
charge.  On  the  other  hand,  we  have 
a  full  record  of  confidence  on  the  part 
of  employers  in  both  present  and  prior 
operation  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 
I  wish  to  give  the  Senate  some  idea  of  the 
scope  to  which  employers  now  use  the 
Department.  One  hundred  and  ten 
thousand  establishments  now  report  em¬ 
ployment  and  pay-roll  information  each 
month  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 
Between  14,000  and  15,000  retail  estab¬ 
lishments  now  report  to  that  Bureau 
items  for  inclusion  in  the  Consumers 
Price  Index.  Ten  thousand  establish¬ 
ments  are  cooperating  this  year  in  giv¬ 
ing  jthe  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  the 
information  necessary  for  occupational 
wage-rate  surveys  by  industry  and  by 
community. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  much  of  this 
information  is  confidential  in  nature.  If 
it  were  released  by  the  Department  of 
Labor  to  unions  or  to  competitors,  the 
employers  would  immediately  lose  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
the  statistics  of  the  Department  would 
become  valueless.  Yet  ever  since  the 
creation  of  the  Department,  these  statis¬ 
tics  have  been  kept  in  strictest  confi¬ 
dence  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  his 
subordinates. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  testified  be- 
for  the  committee  that  more  than  40,000 
employers  have  cooperated  with  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  in  establishing  more 
than  40,000  apprentice  programs  for  ap¬ 
proximately  250,000  apprentices  under 
training.  Is  this,  Mr.  President,  evi¬ 
dence  of  lack  of  confidence  by  employers 
in  the  Department  of  Labor? 

By  the  way,  that  is  a  wonderful  pro¬ 
gram.  I  think  it  deserves  a  word  of 
tribute.  I  have  watched  it  in  my  own 
State,  and  it  is  one  of  the  most  marvelous 
programs  I  ever  hope  to  witness  in  the 
field  of  what  I  call  practical  vocational 
education. 

The  most  telling  facts  on  this  matter 
of  confidence  in  the  Department  of  Labor 
are  disclosed  by  the  record  of  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  when  it  was 
in  the  Department  of  Labor.  The  official 
records  of  the  Employment  Service  show 
that  during  the  years  1945-48,  when  that 
Service  was  in  the  Department,  em¬ 
ployers  used  the  Government  placement 
facilities  more  than  at  any  other  peace¬ 
time  year  since  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act 
was  enacted  in  1933.  From  1945  to  1948 
we  did  not  need  an  employment  service 
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In  order  to  find  people  jobs.  The  em¬ 
ployers  had  dragnets  out  in  front  of 
every  door,  and  if  one  had  even  as  much 
as  a  spark  of  life  left  in  him,  he  was 
pretty  sure  to  get  work. 

I  speak  with  some  intimate  familiarity 
with  the  Employment  Service,  and  per¬ 
haps  some  sentimentality.  I  helped  de¬ 
velop  the  program  for  aptitude  testing 
and  vocational  training  in  the  Employ¬ 
ment  Service.  I  helped  perfect  programs 
of  placement  and  job  placement,  and  em¬ 
ployer  and  employee  relationships,  in 
the  Employment  Service.  I  know  that 
the  businessmen  of  our  community  had 
confidence  in  the  ability  of  the  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  to  perform  its  task.  The 
only  thing  which  has  destroyed  that 
confidence  has  been  the  action  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  shifting  the  Service  around  here, 
yonder,  and  every  other  place.  Let  us 
put  it  back  where  it  belongs — in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor. 

When  the  proposal  was  made  in  1947 
to  place  the  Employment  Service  per¬ 
manently  in  the  Department  of  Labor 
not  one  employer  objected  to  this  plan. 
I  might  add  here,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  Employment  Service  was  adminis¬ 
tered  in  the  Department  of  Labor  by  Mr. 
Goodwin,  who  now  is  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  and 
who  will  continue  to  be  the  Director  after 
the  Bureau  is  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  Even  witnesses  who  op¬ 
posed  this  plan  before  the  committee  ad¬ 
mitted  frankly  that  Mr.  Goodwin  admin¬ 
istered  the  Bureau  with  complete  im¬ 
partiality. 

Now,  I  have  stated  all  of  the  facts  in 
the  record  before  the  committee.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  these  facts  fully  support  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2.  I  believe  fur¬ 
thermore,  Mr.  President,  that  these  facts 
knock  into  a  cocked  hat  any  claim  that 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
would  not  be  more  effective  or  more  ef¬ 
ficient  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
These  facts  do  not  present  any  basis 
whatsoever  for  claiming  that  increased 
costs  would  follow  this  transfer.  Above 
all,  Mr.  President,  the  record  before  the 
committee  should  dispel  for  good  this 
unfounded  fear  of  partiality  or  bias  on 
the  part  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

I  call  upon  the  Senate,  in  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  its  wise  and  prudent  judgment, 
to  concur  in  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2, 
to  reject  Resolution  151,  and  to  say  to 
the  American  people  that  we  are  going 
ahead  with  the  Hoover  Commission  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  reorganization  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ke- 
fattver  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  more  than 
happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  is  the  attitude 
of  the  two  great  veterans’  organizations 
concerning  Resolution  Plan  No.  2? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Veterans  of 
Foreign  Wars  and  the  American  Legion, 
through  their  respective  legislative  coun¬ 
sel,  testified  in  behalf  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  So  that  both  the  Le¬ 
gion  and  the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars 
are  in  favor  of  the  plan? 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  would  like  to  inquire  of  the  able 
Senator  from  Minnesota  if  he  does  not 
recall  that  the  chief  reason  why  the  two 
great  veterans’  organizations  favor  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  is  because  of  the 
merger  which  is  contemplated  under  it 
of  the  Veterans’  Employment  Service 
and  the  Employment  Service  itself  in  the 
Department  of  Labor,  or  in  one  agency 
of  the  Government.  In  that  connection 
the  Senator  from  New  York  would  also 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
if  he  does  not  realize,  as  I  know  he  does, 
that  that  merger  can  be  effected  now,  in¬ 
sofar  as  those  two  subagencies  are  con¬ 
cerned,  without  any  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  true  that  the 
veterans’  representatives  were  primarily 
concerned  with  the  matter  of  the  Veter¬ 
ans’  Placement  Service,  and  also  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Board.  However,  I  think  it 
should  be  crystal  clear  that  the  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Act  of  1949  does  permit  this  re¬ 
grouping  without  any  legal  difficulties, 
and  there  is  a  special  public  law  setting 
up  the  Veterans’  Placement  Service,  and 
there  is  special  law  and  regulation  setting 
up  the  Advisory  Board.  For  them  to  be 
consolidated  and  coordinated  without 
too  much  difficulty.  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  would  be  needed. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  understands, 
does  he  not,  that  that  can  be  done,  never¬ 
theless,  without  legislation? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  not  sure  of 
that.  I  would  not  want  to  deny  it.  I 
am  not  trying  to  duck  the  issue.  If  later 
in  the  discussion  we  can  get  together  on 
this,  I  shall  be  glad  to  look  into  it.  I  am 
not  informed  on  that  matter. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Did  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  receive  large  numbers 
of  letters  from  business  groups  in  his 
State,  as  many  of  us  did  from  our  States, 
demanding  that  we  put  into  effect  im¬ 
mediately  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes,  indeed;  I  re¬ 
ceived  hundreds  of  them. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Did  those  letters 
please  the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  as 
they  did  the  junior  Senator  from  Illinois, 
as  indicating  an  interest  on  the  part  of 
business  groups  in  behalf  of  efficiency 
and  economy  in  our  Government? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  would  say  that 
the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  was 
highly  pleased,  because  he  was  for  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  letters  demand¬ 
ed  speedy  action  by  us  upon  the  detailed 
recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission,  did  they  not? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Has  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  been  impressed  with  the 
fact  that  suddenly  many  of  the  same 
groups  who  only  a  few  weeks  ago  were 
demanding  that  we  take  affirmative  ac¬ 
tion  upon  the  recommendations  of  the 


Hoover  Commission  are  now  writing  de¬ 
manding  that  these  recommendations  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  be  rejected? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  have  been  very 
much  impressed,  and  let  me  say  a  bit 
confused,  and  at  times  disappointed,  be¬ 
cause  of  that.  I  have  in  my  office  letters 
from  organizations  in  my  own  State  and 
in  other  areas  which  have  besaught  me 
as  one  individual  to  support  down  the 
line,  the  Hoover  Commsision  recommen¬ 
dations.  They  say,  “Do  not  take  out  your 
pet  project.  Senator.  Be  careful  now 
how  you  line  up.”  And  all  at  once  we 
get  a  couple  of  reorganization  plans,  and 
particularly  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2, 
and  now  we  find  that  that  plan  simply 
should  not  be  approved. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  other  words  many 
of  the  same  groups  which  a  short  time 
ago  demanded  that  the  Hoover  recom¬ 
mendations  be  put  into  effect  en  bloc  are 
now  all  demanding  that  this  particular 
recommendation  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  be  not  enacted. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Graham  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  cannot  let  the  statement  just  made 
go-  by  without  an  observation  and  a 
question. 

Mr,  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  would  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  if  he  does,  not  recognize  that 
when  the  petitions,  the  recommenda¬ 
tions,  the  appeals  came  in  from  civic  or¬ 
ganizations  and  businessmen  and  others, 
those  who  made  the  appeals  were  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  Hoover  recommendations 
themselves  as  integrated  entities.  They 
were  not  talking  about  isolated  matters 
that  might  be  collected  together.  They 
were  not  talking  about  partial  plans. 
They  were  talking  about  the  over-all 
recommendations  made  by  the  Hoover 
Commission,  were  they  not?  So  when 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  was  sent  to 
Congress,  since  it  is  a  plan  which  did  not 
follow  the  Hoover  Commission’s  pro¬ 
posals,  and  when  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  came  to  Congress,  since  it  is  a  plan 
which  follows  only  in  slight  degree  the 
Hoover  reorganizational  proposals,  the 
Senator  from  New  York  would  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  if  he 
does  not  recognize  that  there  is  a  vast 
difference  between  the  position  taken  in 
the  first  instance  by  these  groups  and 
the  position  taken  now  with  respect  to 
these  particular  reorganization  plans? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
assume  from  the  Senator’s  observation 
and  question  that  he  is  satisfied  that 
what  actually  happened  was  that  the 
American  people  were  for  the  Hoover 
Commission  and  its  activities? 

Mr.  IVES.  And  recommendations. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  On  the  broad  gen¬ 
eral  basis. 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  also  assum¬ 
ing,  from  the  Senator’s  statement,  that 
he  believes  the  people  in  my  neighbor¬ 
hood,  in  my  home  city  of  Minneapolis 
and  State  of  Minnesota  did  not  know 
about  the  reports  of  the  task  force,  did 
not  know  about  the  reports  of  the  Hoover 
Commission,  for  example,  respecting  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  or  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  When  the  Senator  makes 
that  sort  of  observation  he  is  dead  wrong, 
because  the  people  who  have  been  writ¬ 
ing  to  me  have  done  so  in  detail  con¬ 
cerning  the  Hoover  Commission  reports. 
They  have  written  to  me  as  though  they 
were  experts  in  this  field.  In  fact,  some 
of  the  men  who  wrote  me  from  my  State 
were  on  the  task  force  in  the  field. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  should  like  to  suggest 
this  thought  to  the  able  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  Let  us  admit  that  we  would 
prefer  it  if  the  first  and  second  steps  were 
proposed  in  one  package.  But  if  that  is 
not  done,  should  not  we  nevertheless  sup¬ 
port  the  first  step?  Then  the  respon¬ 
sibility  is  squarely  on  the  Executive  if  he 
does  not  give  us  the  second  step.  But 
if  we  have  turned  down  the  first  step, 
then  we  have  clearly  put  ourselves  in  the 
wrong,  it/  seems  to  me,  and  have  made  it 
clear  that  we  do  not  favor  the  Hoover 
Commission  report,  simply  because  we 
can  get  it  all  in  our  own  way.  I  ask 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  if  it  is  not 
better  to  get  a  little  bit — half  a  loaf  is 
better  than  none — and  if  we  do  not  fol¬ 
low  the  precept  of  half  a  loaf  being  bet¬ 
ter  than  none  do  we  not  put  ourselves 
hopelessly  in  the  wrong? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  for  that  ob¬ 
servation.  The  Senator  has  really  tied  it 
all  up  in  one  paragraph,-  and  has  said 
exactly  what  needs  to  be  said.  To  be  sure, 
I  think  both  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  and  I  would  like  to  see  more  of  the 
recommendations  which  the  Hoover 
Commission  made  contained  in  the  re¬ 
organization  plans.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  was  a  little  disappointed;  I  thought  the 
President  could  have  gone  further.  But 
he  did  not. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  in  automobile 
transportation. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to 
complete  the  observation  I  began  to 
make.  I  should  like  to  have  the  priv¬ 
ilege  of  having  a  Cadillac.  I  believe  in 
automobile  transportation.  And  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  in  automobile  transporta¬ 
tion  I  would  not  say  that  I  will  not  drive 
in  a  second-hand  Ford  automobile  sim¬ 
ply  because  of  the  fact  that  I  cannot  have 
a  new  Cadillac. 

Mr.  President,  we  believe  in  reorgani¬ 
zation.  We  would  like  to  have  real  re¬ 
organization.  We  know,  however,  that 
in  1949  we  cannot  secure  all  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  we  want.  We  would  like  to  go 
further  than  we  are  going.  But  we 
should  not  say  that  we  will  not  take  a 
step  forward  simply  because  we  cannot 
go  the  whole  way  now.  If  we  took  such 
a  position,  that  would  not  make  any 


sense.  Let  us  take  this  forward  step, 
and  then  say  to  the  President,  “We  do  not 
want  to  render  lip  service  only  to  the 
reorganizations  proposed  by  the  Hoover 
Commission.  Let  us  get  busy  and  get  it 
all  done.” 

Mr.  IVES  and  Mr.  DOUGLAS  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield,  and  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York.  He  previously 
asked  me  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  appreciates  the  fact  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  yielded  to  him.  The  Senator 
from  New  York,  however,  does  not  quite 
follow  the  analogy  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  in  talking  about  a  Ford  and  a 
Cadillac.  It  seems  to  me  that  if  we 
wanted  a  real  analogy  with  what  is  now 
proposed,  so  far  as  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  is  concerned,  we  might  better  com¬ 
pare  it  with  lemonade  made  simply  of 
lemon  and  water,  without  any  sugar.  I 
believe  many  of  our  people  feel  that  all 
they  are  getting  under  this  plan  is  a 
lemon. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  we 
must  be  extremely  careful  as  to  remarks 
and  observations  made  respecting  various 
analogies.  What  I  was  trying  to  point 
out  was  that  we  are  endeavoring  to  secure 
a  little  part  of  the  whole  program  that 
may  eventually  be  presented.  I  believe 
we  should  make  an  honest  effort  to  take 
forward  steps  as  quickly  as  we  can. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Did  not  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  makes  a  very  impor¬ 
tant  point  when  he  implied  that  if  we 
approve  this  plan  it  will  give  the  Execu¬ 
tive  the  courage  to  go  ahead  and  propose 
certain  further  fundamental  plans, 
whereas  if  we  turn  this  plan  down  it 
will  be  a  virtual  signal  to  him  that  he 
cannot  get  anything  through  Congress? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota,  as  a  medical  expert,  permit 
me  to  ask  whether  it  is  not  true  that  the 
juice  of  a  lemon  is  valuable  in  preventing 
scurvy,  and  the  fact  that  the  body  politic 
takes  in  a  little  of  that,  without  the  sugar, 
can  nevertheless  advance  the  cause;  and 
is  not  that  what  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  would  describe  as  a  placebo? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  that  my 
association  with  the  healing  art  was 
strictly  on  the  basis  of  dispensing,  not 
prescribing.  Lest  I  be  guilty  of  any  in¬ 
fraction  of  the  rules  relating  to  the  heal¬ 
ing  art,  I  shall  stay  only  within  that  field 
relating  to  dispensing.  But  I  can  make 
the  layman’s  observation  that  the  lemon 
juice  which  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  York  is  talking  about  is  ex¬ 
actly  what  the  Government  needs  to 
sort  of  pucker  it  up  a  little  bit.  Lemon 
juice  at  least  contains  a  little  of  vitamin 
C  which  will  put  a  little  more  life  into 
the  activities  of  government  and  a  little 
more  efficiency  as  well. 


I  think  it  would  be  a  good  thing  to  per¬ 
mit  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  to  desist 
from  any  further  discussion  of  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  2.  Others  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  desire  to  discuss  it. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  would  not  want  to  let  this  particular 
part  of  the  discussion  be  dropped  at 
this  point  with  the  idea  that  in  this  in¬ 
stance  we  are  dealing  with  scurvy? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  make  the 
statement  that  the  observation  in 
tion  was  made  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge].  It  was  simply  an  analogy,  or  a 
symbolic  observation.  To  be  sure,  ineffi¬ 
ciency,  waste,  duplication,  and  the  kind 
of  things  which  the  Hoover  Commission 
was  trying  to  avoid  and  eliminate,  are 
political  scurvy.  I  am  willing  to  go  along 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  and  say  that  if  we  have 
not  the  courage  to  enact  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations  when 
there  is  so  little  controversy  about  them 
as  there  is  with  respect  to  this  one,  which 
is  unanimously  supported,  we  are  willing 
to  underwrite  the  kind  of  political  scurvy 
which  comes  from  waste,  inefficiency, 
duplication,  and  all  the  other  things  that 
go  with  it. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  So  long  as  we  have  built  up 
the  idea  of  scurvy  to  a  glorified  position, 
the  Senator  from  New  York  would  very 
much  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Minn¬ 
esota  if  he  does  not  remember  that  at  no 
time  during  the  hearings  did  anyone  in 
high  authority,  either  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  or  anyone  else  who  came  before 
the  committee,  insist  or  promise,  or  even 
hazard  a  guess  that  this  plan  would  in¬ 
sure  economy  or  reduce  cost.  The  best  we 
could  get  out  of  them  was  that  they 
thought  we  might  get  more  efficiency. 
Nowhere  did  we  find  that  there  was  going 
to  be  any  reduction  in  actual  cost  of  oper¬ 
ation. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Former  President 
Hoover  said  that  we  would  bring  about 
some  economy. 

Mr.  IVES.  He  said  that  we  should. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  He  said  that  we 
could  and  would. 

Mr.  IVES.  He  said  that  we  should. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY..  I  point  out  also 
that  the  Brookings  Institution  and  the 
task  force  said  that  we  could.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  may  say,  “Will  you?” 
I  cannot  tell  the  Senator.  After  all,  I 
think  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  to  be 
commended  for  not  promising  more  than 
he  was  sure  he  could  deliver. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  am  not  criticizing  the 
Secretary  of  Labor.  I  have  a  very  high 
regard  for  him. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  sure  that  we 
should  both  end  on  that  note.  We  both 
have  a  high  regard  for  the  Secretary  of 
Labor.  I  want  to  say  to  my  good  friend, 
a  very  able  and  experienced  legislator, 
as  well  as  administrator,  that  I  am  sure 
he  and  I  both  have  the  same  objectives 
in  mind.  I  have  talked  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  privately  on  this 
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subject.  I  know  that  his  effort  is  con¬ 
structive.  I  know  that  he  wants  to  have 
these  recommendations  put  into  effect. 
It  is  for  the  Senate  to  decide  whether 
or  not  it  should  be  done  now,  or  whether 
we  need  more  information. 

Personally  I  think  we  have  sufficient 
information  to  make  this  preliminary 
move.  If  it  is  the  judgment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  we  should  abide  by  the  evalua¬ 
tion  and  analysis  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York,  I  am  sure  that  he  and  I  will 
join  at  a  later  date  in  seeing  that  this 
job  is  done  with  dispatch  and  with  care. 
I  think  the  time  is  now  at  hand.  As 
has  been  said,  it  is  a  little  later  than 
some  of  us  think. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Was  there  any  testi¬ 
mony  in  the  hearings  that  if  we  adopted 
the  various  plans  there  would  be  a  sav¬ 
ing  of  $3,000,000,000  a  year? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  must  say  that 
so  far  as  I  personally  know  there  have 
been  statements  to  the  effect  that  there 
could  be  savings  of  that  amount.  I 
know  of  no  one  who  has  said  that  there 
actually  would  be  such  savings.  It  is 
my  personal  opinion  that  if  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  recommendations  were  adopt¬ 
ed,  we  could  make  substantial  savings. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  further  question? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Did  not  Mr.  Hoover  say 
in  the  hearings  categorically  that  en¬ 
actment  of  this  plan  would  lead  to  sav¬ 
ings?  He  did  not  mention  a  specific 
amount. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  the  Senator  re¬ 
ferring  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2? 

Mr.  LODGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  He  categorically 
stated  that  it  could  and  would  lead  to 
savings. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  now  take  my 
seat. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  with  much  interest  to  the  con¬ 
cluding  portion  of  the  address  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota.  I  am  sure  that 
I  should  have  listened  with  equal  inter¬ 
est  to  the  earlier  portion,  but  I  was  not 
in  the  Chamber  during  much  of  it. 

I  share  with  him  the  great  admiration 
which  he  has  so  eloquently  expressed  for 
Mr.  Hoover  and  for  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion.  I  am  pleased  to  note  the  eulogy 
which  the  distinguished  Senator  has 
given  to  a  former  President  of  the 
United  States  who  happens  to  belong  to 
a  different  political  party  than  that  to 
which  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
adheres. 

I  do  not  in  any  sense  indicate  by  my 
opposition — and  it  will  be  opposition — to 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  any  lack  of 
appreciation  of  the  fine  public  service 
which  has  been  rendered  to  our  Nation 
by  this  Commission.  However,  I  feel 
that  the  United  States  Senate  is,  after 
all,  a  body  which  has  some  responsibility 
upon  its  own  shoulders.  Therefore,  it 
does  not  seem  to  me  that  merely  because 
a  plan  shall  have  been  approved — even 
if  approved  in  toto — by  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the 
United  States  Senate,  without  considera¬ 


tion,  without  debate,  and  without  argu¬ 
ment,  should  adopt  the  findings  of  that 
Commission. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  one  who  was  in 
great  doubt  as  to  the  advisability  of  the 
Congress  delegating  to  the  President  of 
the  United  States  the  powers  of  reorgan¬ 
ization  which  enable  the  President  to 
submit  to  Congress  virtual  legislation — 
yes,  in  some  instances  action  which  I 
think  repeals  or  may  repeal  positive  stat¬ 
utes  of  the  United  States,  letting  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  President  become 
law  unless  Congress  shall,  within  a  lim¬ 
ited  time,  exercise  the  power  of  veto  over 
what  the  President  has  done.  As  some 
Members  of  the  Senate  may  possibly  re¬ 
call,  I  expressed  myself  on  two  differ¬ 
ent  occasions  in  the  past  few  years  with 
respect  to  this  question.  On  two  differ¬ 
ent  occasions  I  presented  some  views  de¬ 
signed  to  indicate  what  I  thought  was 
the  unconstitutionality  of  the  delegation, 
as  I  considered  it,  of  legislative  power. 
I  pointed  out  to  the  Senate  at  that  time, 
as  Senators,  of  course,  realize,  that  in  the 
report  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  itself, 
from  which  legislation  of  the  type  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949  emanated  in 
earlier  years,  the  committee  itself,  time 
and  time  again  in  its  report,  referred  to 
what  was  being  done  as  a  delegation  of 
legislative  power. 

I  still  have  very  grave  doubt  as  to 
whether  Congress  has  it  within  its  power 
to  delegate  one  shred  of  legislative  power 
to  either  of  the  other  branches  of  our 
Government.  I  appreciate,  of  course, 
that  Congress  has  it  within  its  power  to 
turn  over  ministerial  or  administrative 
duties,  to  lay  down  a  broad  statute  and 
prescribe  standards,  and  leave  it  to 
somebody,  some  officer  or  series  of  offi¬ 
cers,  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  par¬ 
ticular  action  proposed  comes  within  the 
standards. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILEY.  I  wonder  if  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  is  aware  of  the  fact  that 
when  the  present  Chief  Justice  of  the 
United  States  was  a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  he  took  exactly 
the  position  the  Senator  has  taken,  and 
that  a  very  learned  debate  took  place  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  in  which  he  took 
the  position  that  the  del*gation  of  power, 
or  the  attempt  to  delegate  power  to  the 
President  to  reorganize  the  departments, 
was  in  direct  contravention  of  the  Con¬ 
stitution. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  did  not  know  that; 
and  I  am  very  greatly  interested  by  the 
information  conveyed  to  me  at  this  mo¬ 
ment  by  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  about  to  say  that 
after  having  presented  on  two  different 
occasions  as  well  as  I  could  views  to  the 
effect  that  legislation  of  the  type  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949  constituted 
an  unconstitutional,  void  delegation  of 
legislative  power,  and  having  been  de¬ 
feated  by  the  vote  of  the  Senate  upon 
that  question,  I  finally  came  to  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  perhaps  there  are  some  in¬ 
stances — and  I  have  no  doubt  there  are 
very  many — in  which  I  am  wrong  and 
the  other  man  is  right.  Consequently, 
while  I  do  not  recall  whether  there  was 


a  record  vote  upon  the  final  passage  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  I  may 
say  that  in  pursuance  of  the  thought 
that  the  Senate  having  itself  deter¬ 
mined — indeed  the  Congress  having  de¬ 
termined — that  in  its  judgment  it  is  con¬ 
stitutional  to  pass  such  an  act,  I  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  I  should  either  vote 
for,  or  certainly  should  not  object  to, 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  I  do 
not  recall  whether  there  was  a  record 
vote  upon  the  final  passage  of  that  meas¬ 
ure,  but  certainly  I  was  not  opposed  to  it. 

These  thoughts  with  respect  to  the 
constitutionality  or  absence  of  constitu¬ 
tionality  of  legislation  of  the  type  of  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949  come  to  my 
mind  by  reason  of  the  discussion  of  the 
past  few  minutes.  They  come  to  my 
mind  in  view  of  the  point  which  seems 
to  be  so  vigorously  urged  and  so  strongly 
argued,  to  the  effect  that,  the  Hoover 
Commission  having  taken  a  particular 
position,  it  devolves  upon  us  as  Members 
of  Congress  to  vote  favorably  to  its  rec¬ 
ommendations.  I  do  not  know  whether 
cr  not  there  has  been  a  distinct  state- 
L.ei  to  the  effect  that  we  should  be 
bound — I  assume  no  one  would  make 
that  statement — by  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Commission.  But  certainly 
the  point  was  vigorously  made  since  I 
returned  to  the  Chamber  a  few  minutes 
ago,  by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  It 
leads  to  the  reasonable  inference  that 
unless  there  is  something  grossly  wrong 
with  the  Hoover  Commission  report  we 
should  act  as  a  rubber  stamp  to  enact 
its  recommendations. 

As  I  indicated  at  the  outset,  I  yield  to 
no  one  in  admiration  for  the  distin¬ 
guished  Chairman,  Mr.  Hoover.  Nor  do 
I  yield  to  anyone  in  admiration  of  the 
work  which  has  been  done  by  this  Com¬ 
mission.  Nor  do  I  yield  to  anyone  in  my 
expectation  that  many  of  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Hoover  Commission  will 
be  put  into  effect  by  the  Congress.  But, 
after  all,  the  Hoover  Commission  is  but 
an  arm  of  Congress.  It  has  made  its 
recommendations  to  the  Congress;  and 
its  devolves  upon  every  Member  of  the 
Senate  and  every  Member  of  the  House, 
as  I  see  it,  to  consider  whether  or  not 
those  recommendations  are  sound,  and 
to  use  his  own  judgment  in  making  his 
final  vote  upon  such  recommendations. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  which  is 
proposed  to  us  at  this  time  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  provides  that 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
which  includes  both  the  United  States 
Employment  Service  and  the  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Insurance  Service,  shall  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  The 
reorganization  plan  has  several  other 
points  to  which  I  shall  make  reference 
only  by  way  of  enumeration,  for  my  dis¬ 
cussion  this  afternoon  will  be  confined 
to  the  proposed  transfer  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  of  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security,  including  the  two  serv¬ 
ices  I  have  mentioned,  the  United  States 
Employment  Service  and  the  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Insurance  Service.  The  other  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  plan  are  that  the  Veterans 
Placement  Service  Board  is  proposed  to 
be  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor, 
and  the  Federal  Advisory  Council,  which 
was  established  pursuant  to  the  act  of 
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June  6,  1933,  is  proposed  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  In 
addition,  there  is  the  final  section  re¬ 
garding  the  transfer  to  the  Department 
cf  Labor,  for  use  in  connection  with  the 
functions  transferred  by  the  provisions 
of  this  plan,  of  various  personnel,  prop¬ 
erty,  records,  balances  of  appropriations, 
and  so  forth. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  have  said,  I  shall 
speak  first  on  the  question  of  whether 
it  is  advisable  to  have  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  Labor  the  two  services 
included  in  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  and  enumerated  in  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  reorganization  plan,  namely,  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  and 
the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service. 
Unless  some  other  point  arises  which  I 
think  it  desirable  to  discuss,  I  shall  con¬ 
fine  my  statement  strictly  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  transfer  of  these  two  Services. 

Where  have  these  two  Services  resided 
during  their  history?  I  should  like  to 
establish  two  parallel  columns  in  the 
minds  of  Senators,  and  place  in  one  col¬ 
umn  the  development  of  the  United 
States  Employment  Service,  and  in  the 
other  column  the  development  of  the 
Unemployment  Insurance  Service.  I 
see  now  in  the  Chamber  at  least  three 
Members  of  the  Senate,  friends  of  mine, 
who,  in  recent  years,  have  been  gover¬ 
nors  of  their  States,  and  I  know  they 
have  very  clearly  in  mind  the  general 
functions  of  those  two  Services,  and  their 
general  relationship.  Doubtless  the 
other  Members  of  the  Senate  also  do, 
but  the  three  Senators  I  have  mentioned 
do  so  particularly  because  of  their  close 
contact  with  those  Services. 

I  shall  first  say  a  few  words  in  regard 
to  where  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  has  been  during  its  history.  It 
was  created  by  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act 
of  June  6,  1933,  and  by  that  act  was 
established  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
Six  years  thereafter,  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1  was  promulgated  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt.  It  became 
effective  on  July  1,  1939,  and  transferred 
the  United  States  Employment  Service 
from  the  Department  of  Labor — although 
it  had  been  in  that  department  for 
slightly  over  6  years — to  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Agency.  • 

I  digress  at  this  point  to  dwell  on  the 
significance  of  the  fact  that  after  the 
experience  of  more  than  6  years  of  the 
United  States  Employment  Service,  the 
President  and  the  Congress  deemed  it 
advisable  to  take  that  Service  away 
from  the  Department  of  Labor,  in  which 
it  is  proposed  to  be  placed  by  the  re¬ 
organization  plan  now  before  the  Senate, 
and  place  it  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Can  the  Senator  explain 
why  it  was  transferred? 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  shall  come  to  that 
in  a  moment.  I  shall  state  what  the 
President  of  the  United  States  had  to 
say  about  it. 

Mr.  President,  after  the  State  employ¬ 
ment  services  were  taken  over  by  the 
Federal  Government — and  every  Senator 
who  formerly  was  a  governor  will  re¬ 


member  when  that  occurred  and  will  re¬ 
member  the  problems  which  arose, 
doubtless,  in  the  minds  of  so  many  gov¬ 
ernors  as  to  whether  it  was  proper  to 
transfer  State  services  to  the  Federal 
Government — the  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  was  transferred  from 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the  War 
Manpower  Commission,  by  Executive 
order  of  September  17,  1942.  Of  course 
it  is  obvious  that  it  was  of  the  highest 
importance,  the  country  then  being  en¬ 
gaged  in  war,  that  activities  of  this  type 
should  have  been  consolidated  in  the 
War  Manpower  Commission. 

On  September  19,  1945,  when  the  War 
Manpower  Commission  was  abolished, 
the  Service  was  returned  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  by  Executive  Order  9617. 
Then,  Mr.  President,  effective  July  1, 
1948,  the  Service  was  transferred  by  Con¬ 
gress,  under  Public  Law  646  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency.  My  recollection  is 
that  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  con¬ 
gressional  action  was  effective  July  1, 
1948,  in  that  respect,  this  Service  would 
automatically  have  been  retransferred  to 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  6  months 
after  the  conclusion  of  the  war,  I  think, 
under  the  terms  of  the  War  Powers  Act. 
My  memory  in  that  respect  may  be  inac¬ 
curate.  However,  it  is  certain  that  by 
the  act  effective  July  1,  1948,  Public  Law 
646,  the  United  States  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice  was  transferred  to  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Agency. 

In  the  other  imaginary  column  which 
I  have  mentally  drawn  up  is  the  history 
of  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service. 
That  history  is  much  shorter  and  much 
simpler.  That  Service  has  been  in  the 
social-security  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  since  the  enactment  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  of  August  14,  1935,  and  it 
never  has  been  in  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

So  we  find — to  revert  for  a  moment  to 
July  1,  1948,  with  the  transfer  on  that 
date  of  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  back  to  the  Federal  Security 
Agency — that  the  United  States  Security 
Agency  then  resided  side  by  side  with 
the  Unemployment  Insurance  Service  in 
the  Federal  Security  Agency.  Today 
both  of  them  are  in  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  of  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Agency. 

Mr.  President,  in  a  very  short  time  I 
shall  answer  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota.  I  wish  to  refer,  first,  to  a  state¬ 
ment  by  President  Roosevelt.  I  do  not 
wish  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  to 
think  his  question  will  remain  un¬ 
answered. 

The  United  States  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  Unemployment  Insurance 
Service  should  be  operated,  I  submit,  in 
the  same  agency  or  department.  The 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments,  filed  on 
August  8,  1949,  has  this  to  say,  at  page  6: 

There  was  general  agreement  on  the  part 
of  all  witnesses,  both  for  and  against  the 
plan,  that  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  the  Unemployment  Compensa¬ 
tion  Service,  which  are  the  major  compo¬ 
nents  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity,  should  continue  to  be  operated  In  con¬ 
junction  with  each  other,  regardless  of  any 
action  taken  on  the  plan. 


So  I  shall  assume  that,  with  like  una¬ 
nimity  of  opinion,  the  Members  cf  the 
Senate  generally  speaking  will  agree  that 
the  two  Services  should  continue  to  be 
operated  in  conjunction  with  each  other, 
regardless  of  what  action  is  taken  on  this 
plan.  The  question  of  course  which 
then  arises  is,  should  the  place  in  which 
the  two  Services  shall  be  operated  be  the 
Department  of  Labor? 

Mr.  President,  I  now  address  myself 
to  the  question  of  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota.  I  have  before  me  the  message 
issued  on  April  25,  1939,  by  President 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  with  respect  to 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  the  plan 
which  became  effective  on  July  1  of  the 
same  year,  1939.  In  the  message  of  the 
President  occurs  language  which  I  trust 
will  answer  the  Senator.  President 
Roosevelt  said: 

I  find  it  necessary  and  desirable  to  group 
in  a  Federal  security  agency  those  agencies 
of  the  Government,  the  major  purposes  of 
which — 

I  underscore  mentally,  though  they 
are  not  underscored  by  the  President,  the 
words  “the  major  purposes.”  He  says: 

I  find  it  necessary  ^nd  desirable  to  group 
in  a  Federal  security  agency  those  agencies 
of  the  Government,  the  major  purposes  of 
which  are  to  promote  social  and  economic 
security,  educational  opportunity,  and  the 
health  of  the  citizens  of  the  Nation. 

The  agencies  to  be  grouped  are  the  Social 
Security  Board,  now  an  independent  estab¬ 
lishment;  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  now  in  the  Department  of  Labor; 
the  Office  of  Education,  now  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior;  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice,  now  in  the  Treasury  Department;  the 
National  Youth  Administration,  now  in  the 
Works  Progress  Administration;  and  the  Ci¬ 
vilian  Conservation  Corps,  now  an  independ¬ 
ent  agency. 

Continuing,  the  President  said : 

The  Social  Security  Board  is  placed  under 
the  Federal  Security  Agency,  and  at  the 
same  time  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  is  transferred  from  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  consolidated  with  the  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  functions  of  the  So¬ 
cial  Security  Board  in  order  that  their  simi¬ 
lar  and  related  functions  of  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  security  may  be  placed  under  a  single 
head  and  their  internal  operations  simplified 
and  integrated. 

The  unemployment  compensation  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Social  Security  Board  and  the 
employment  service  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  are  concerned  with  the  same  problem, 
that  of  the  employment,  or  the  unemploy¬ 
ment,  of  the  individual  worker. 

Therefore  they  deal  necessarily  with  the 
same  individual.  These  particular  services 
to  the  particular  individual  also  are  bound 
up  with  the  public- assistance  activities  of 
the  Social  Security  Board. 

\ 

I  therefore  submit  to  the  Senate  and 
to  my  friend  from  Minnesota,  who  in¬ 
quired  of  me  a  few  moments  ago,  that  in 
this  language  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  I  think,  stated  very  clearly  his 
reason  for  transferring  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  to  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  which  was  then  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor. 

The  Federal  Security  Agency  issued  its 
annual  report  for  1947.  I  appreciate  the 
fact  that  the  Federal  Security  Agency 
is  here  testifying  in  a  way  for  itself,  but 
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I  think  we  are  entitled  to  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  what  it  says,  and  I  desire  to 
point  out  what  it  has  to  say,  which  I 
think  bears  upon  the  question  at  issue. 
The  Federal  Security  Agency,  in  its  1947 
annual  report,  at  page  93,  says: 

It  is  important,  too,  that  the  employment 
security  program  continue  to  function  as 
part  of  a  comprehensive  system  of  social  se¬ 
curity.  Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  and 
unemployment  insurance  cover  largely  the 
same  workers  and  should  move  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  uniformity  of  coverage.  With  uni¬ 
formity  the  reporting  burden  for  employers 
would  be  simplified  and  the  program  made 
more  understandable  to  workers.  *  *  * 

The  employment  security  program  also 
has  close  relationships  with  the  public-as¬ 
sistance  programs.  Since  both  are  Federal- 
State  programs,  both  have  been  subject  to  a 
single  set  of  personnel  merit-system  stand¬ 
ards  and,  in  many  ways,  a  single  set  of 
fiscal  standards.  These  devices  make  for 
ease  and  economy  of  administration  and 
should  be  continued  and  expanded. 

Mr.  President,  Congress  has  had  before 
it  on  two  occasions,  when  the  member¬ 
ship  of  this  body  included  a  very  large 
proportion  of  those  who  are  now  mem¬ 
bers  of  it,  the  question  whether  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  should  be  lodged  in  the 
Department  of  Labor.  Also,  in  one  in¬ 
stance,  it  has  had  before  it  the  question 
whether  the  Federal  Security  Agency,  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  should 
be  lodged  in  the  Department  of  Labor. 
What  has  Congress  decided  on  these  two 
questions? 

In  1947  we  had  before  us  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2,  presented  to  us  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  in  which 
it  was  proposed  to  lodge  the  Employment 
Service  in  the  Department  of  Labor.  I 
point  out,  of  course,  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  that  this  was  objected  to,  or  at  least 
was  objectionable,  as  I  see  it,  on  two 
grounds:  one,  the  ground  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  was  not  the  proper 
repository  for  the  Employment  Service; 
the  other,  the  fact  that  this  involved  a 
division,  a  separation  of  the  two  func¬ 
tions,  the  Employment  Service  and  Un¬ 
employment  Compensation.  At  any  rate, 
the  question  was  presented  to  Congress 
in  1947,  whether  the  Employment  Service 
should  be  placed  in  the  Department  of 
Labor;  though  in  frankness  I  repeat,  if 
I  may,  it  involved  separation  of  the  two 
functions,  and  many  a  Senator  may  have 
voted  against  it  who  might  have  voted  in 
favor  of  the  placing  of  the  function  in 
the  Department  of  Labor,  had  the  two 
Services  gone  together.  But  the  fact  is 
that,  regardless  of  what  may  have  been 
the  mental  processes  of  Members  of  the 
Senate,  Congress  in  1947,  in  acting  on  the 
President’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2, 
declined  to  lodge  the  Employlnent  Service 
in  the  Department  of  Labor,  involving, 
as  it  did — and  I  repeat  it  so  there  can  be 
no  question  as  to  a  lack  of  frankness — 
Involving,  as  it  did,  the  separation  of  the 
two  divisions  of  service. 

But  in  1948,  Congress  had  a  somewhat 
simpler  problem.  It  then  had  before  it 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1948,  which 
was  submitted  to  it  by  the  President. 
This  plan  did  not  involve  any  separation 
of  the  two  functions.  The  plan  involved 
turning  over  the  functions  both  of  the 
Employment  Service  and  of  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  to  the  Depart¬ 


ment  of  Labor.  I  take  it  most  of  us  will 
recall  at  least  dimly  the  fact  that  in  1948 
the  Congress  declined,  by  disapproving 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1948,  to 
transfer  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 

So  we  had  before  us  only  last  year  this 
precise  question  as  to  whether  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  two  services,  keeping  them 
together  like  the  Siamese  twins,  should 
be  transferred  to  the  Department  of 
Labor,  a  department  in  which,  as  I  have 
previously  indicated,  one  of  them  would 
be  a  total  stranger,  because  the  Unem¬ 
ployment  Insurance  Service  has  never  at 
any  time  been  in  that  department.  Con¬ 
gress  declined,  only  last  year,  as  I  say,  to 
approve  the  transfer  of  the  two  services. 

What  are  the  functions  of  those  two 
services?  I  raise  this  question  not  as  a 
matter  of  historical  or  factual  interest, 
but  in  order  that  it  may  enable  at  least 
myself  to  determine  whether  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  is  the  better  of  the  two 
departments  in  which  to  lodge  these 
functions.  By  use  of  the  word  “better”  I 
have  no  criticism  of  the  Department  of 
Labor.  I  have  a  very  great  regard  for 
the  work  which  has  been  done  by  that 
department.  My  relationships  both  with 
the  former  and  late  lamented  Secretary 
Mr.  Schwellenbach,  and  with  the  pres¬ 
ent  Secretary  of  Labor,  Mr.  Tobin,  have 
been  very  pleasant  indeed,  and  I  have 
enjoyed  my  contacts  with  both  those 
gentlemen.  But  the  question  arises  as  to 
whether  the  Department  of  Labor  is  the 
Department  in  which  these  functions 
should  be  lodged  from  the  standpoint  of 
best  carrying  forward  the  purposes  of  the 
two  functions.  What  are  the  functions 
of  these  two  services?  I  shall  not  at¬ 
tempt  to  go  into  a  technical  discussion 
of  them.  Indeed,  I  would  be  in  water 
too  deep  for  me  to  swim  were  I  to  under¬ 
take  to  discuss  the  complications  of  the 
technical  operations  of  the  two  services. 

But  President  Truman  has  given  to  us 
a  very  admirable  and  concise  statement 
himself,  which  indicates,  I  think,  quite 
clearly,  his  concept  of  the  functions  of 
the  United  States  Employment  Service. 
By  letter  of  January  19,  1948,  in  which 
the  President  submitted  last  year  the  pro¬ 
posed  reorganization  plan  of  1948,  he  in¬ 
dicates  the  functions,  as  follows: 

The  provision  of  public  employment  of¬ 
fices  which  assists  workers  to  get  the  Jobs  and 
employers  to  obtain  labor. 

The  idea  of  obtaining  jobs  for  workers 
and  enabling  employers  to  obtain  labor 
from  those  workers,  to  the  mind  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  indicates 
the  function  of  the  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service. 

I  think  I  should  say,  in  fairness  to  the 
President,  that  in  pointing  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  the  two  Services,  he  has  come  to 
a  conclusion  with  which  I  most  respect¬ 
fully  disagree,  that  the  function  to  which 
I  have  referred  “belongs  under  the  lead¬ 
ership  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor.”  But 
I  was  not  quoting  him  with  the  design 
of  indicating  the  ultimate  conclusion, 
but  rather  the  question  as  to  what  is  the 
function  of  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service.  As  its  name  indicates,  the 
assistance  of  workers  to  get  jobs  and  em¬ 
ployers  to  obtain  labor,  as  the  President 


has  so  clearly  indicated,  constitutes  a 
very  excellent  statement  of  the  function. 

The  President  has  given  us  in  his  same 
message  on  January  19,  1948,  the  follow¬ 
ing  statement  which  indicates '  his  view 
as  to  the  functions  of  the  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Insurance  Agency: 

The  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  In 
the  Federal  Security  Agency  administers  the 
Federal  activities  relating  to  the  Nation¬ 
wide  unemployment-compensation  system. 
As  a  practical  matter,  these  functions  have 
proved  to  be  intimately  related  to  those  of 
the  United  States  Employment  Service.  Un¬ 
der  existing  State  laws,  claimants  for  un¬ 
employment  compensation  must  register 
with  the  Employment  Service  before  they 
may  become  eligible  for  benefits.  In  con¬ 
sequence,  nearly  all  States  have  assigned  the 
administration  of  those  two  programs  to  the 
eame  agency. 

Thus  it  is,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States  not  only 
emphasizes  the  importance  of  the  as¬ 
signment  of  the  administration  of  these 
two  agencies  to  the  same  agency,  but 
also  what  he  indicates  to  be  the  intimate 
relationship  between  the  two  Services 
and  the  duties  and  functions  of  the  Un¬ 
employment  Insurance  Agency. 

To  simplify  it  perhaps  a  little  bit  more 
than  does  this  very  carefully  worded 
statement  of  the  President,  let  me  say 
that  if  a  man  requests  unemployment 
compensation,  the  theory  of  the  law  is,  as 
I  understand,  that  he  must  in  some  way 
evidence  his  willingness  to  take  a  job. 
He  will  not  be  given  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  unless  he  does  evidence  his 
willingness  to  be  employed.  I  take  it  we 
all  see  the  fairness  of  that.  If  any  other 
rule  were  to  be  followed  the  unemploy¬ 
ment-compensation  plan  would  be  but 
an  encouragement  to  idleness  and  fail¬ 
ure  to  work.  So,  obviously,  these  two 
Services  have  the  functions,  I  think, 
which  the  President  of  the  United  States 
has  indicated. 

I  now  come  to  the  question,  Can  the 
task  of  the  two  services  be  best  performed 
in  the  Labor  Department  or  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency?  In  answer  to  that 
question,  I  think  it  is  fundamental  that 
we  should  arrive  at  what  is  the  major 
purpose  to  be  achieved  by  the  carrying 
out  of  the  functions  f> f  each  of  these 
services.  What  is  the  major  purpose  of 
each  of  the  respective  Services?  The 
late  President  Roosevelt  had  some  ideas 
on  this  proposition.  I  have  already 
quoted  from  his  message  of  April  25, 
1939,  and  I  repeat  the  language  in  which 
he  considered  that  the  United  States 
Employment  Service  of  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Board  was  among  the  agencies 
“the  major  purposes  of  which” — and  it 
will  be  recalled  that  I  emphasized  “the 
major  purposes  of  which”  by  stating  that 
I  was  mentally  underscoring  the  words — 
“the  major  purposes  of  which  are  to  pro¬ 
mote  social  and  economic  security,  edu¬ 
cational  opportunity,  and  the  health  of 
the  citizens  of  the  United  States.” 

If  it  be  true,  and  I  think  it  is,  as  the 
President  of  the  United  States  stated, 
that  the  major  purposes  of  these  two 
services  are  to  promote  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  security,  educational  opportunity, 
and  the  health  of  the  citizens  of  the 
Nation,  obviously  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  is  the  appropriate  repository  of 
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both  of  the  two  services  which  I  am  dis¬ 
cussing,  namely,  the -United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  and  the  Unemployment 
Insurance  Service. 

Furthermore,  the  Congress,  by  declin¬ 
ing  to  transfer  in  1948,  as  I  have  previ¬ 
ously  indicated,  these  services  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  when  presented  by 
the  President  with  a  reorganization  plan 
which  proposed  to  transfer  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  both  these  services, 
evidenced  very  strikingly  and,  to  my 
mind,  very  conclusively,  its  then  opinion, 
only  a  year  or  so  old,  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  is  not  the  advisable  place 
in  which  to  repose  the  respective  func¬ 
tions. 

Why  is  this,  Mr.  President?  I  do  not 
say  that  there  is  any  less  efficiency  in 
one  department  than  in  the  other.  I  do 
not  say  that  the  men  who  are  at  the 
head  of  one  department  are  superior  in 
integrity  or  in  intention  to  those  who  are 
at  the  head  of  the  other  department; 
but  the  fact  is  that  in  addition  to  the 
major  purposes  of  the  two  branches,  the 
Unemployment  Compensation  Agency  on 
the  one  hand  and  the  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice  on  the  other,  being,  as  President 
Roosevelt  indicated,  social  and  economic 
security,  educational  opportunity,  and 
the  health  of  the  citizens  of  the  Nation — 
in  addition  to  that  fact,  let  us  not  over¬ 
look  the  further  important  fact,  which 
I  think  has  a  very  important  bearing, 
that_  the  United  States  Employment 
service  and  the  Unemployment  Compen¬ 
sation  Service  affect  two  interests,  first, 
the  employer,  and,  second,  the  employee; 
or  let  me  say,  first,  the  employee,  and, 
second,  the  employer.  I  do  not  discrim¬ 
inate  in  their  importance.  Consequent¬ 
ly,  both  these  services  affecting  both  the 
employer  and  the  employee,  should  be 
administered  by  a  neutral  agency,  rather 
than  by  one  created,  as  in  the  case  of 
the  Department  of  Labor,  with  its  pur¬ 
pose  defined  by  statute  “to  foster,  pro¬ 
mote,  and  develop  the  welfare  of  the 
wage  earners  of  the  United  States,  to  im¬ 
prove  working  conditions,  and  to  ad¬ 
vance  their  opportunities  for  profitable 
employment.” 

That  language  is  found  in  the  act  of 
1913,  signed,  as  I  recall,  by  the  father 
of  one  of  the  very  distinguished  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate. 

The  Labor  Department  has,  and  very 
properly  so,  a  trust  relationship  under 
which,  as  the  trustee  for  cestuis  que 
trust,  the  labor  interests,  it  has  the  duty 
of  fostering  and  promoting  the  welfare 
of  the  wage  earners  of  the  Nation.  I 
do  not  mean  to  say  that  there  is  hostility, 
or  that  there  should  be  hostility,  between 
management  and  labor.  We  have  all 
seen,  regrettably,  in  particular  instances, 
that  there  has  existed  such  hostility, 
and  I  think  we  all  hope  for  the  day, 
though  we  may  doubt  whether  it  will 
come,  when  that  hostility  may  bq  at  least 
measurably  reduced  and  possibly  elimi¬ 
nated  to  the  very  greatest  extent  com¬ 
patible  with  human  dispositions.  But, 
Mr.  President,  we  find  there  are  those 
two  interests,  on  the  one  hand,  manage¬ 
ment,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  labor. 
Just  as  I  think  labor  would  be  fully  justi¬ 
fied  in  objecting  to  placing  these  two 
functions  of  employment  and  unemploy¬ 


ment  compensation  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  I  think  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  employer  interest  likewise 
have  a  just  ground  for  objection  to  plac¬ 
ing  these  functions  in  the  hands  of  a 
department  which  is  a  trustee  for  those 
with  whom  management  deals,  and  is  not 
a  trustee  for  both.  The  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  itself  has  indicated,  and  very  com- 
mendably  so,  I  think,  its  recognition  of 
its  duty  to  act  as  a  trustee  for  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  labor. 

I  could  give  various  illustrations  of 
that.  I  mention  particularly  the  fact 
that  in  the  Department  of  Labor  there 
are,  in  addition  to  the  Secretary  and 
the  Under  Secretary,  neither  of  whom 
is  a  member  of  a  labor  union,  so  far  as  I 
am  informed,  two  Assistant  Secretaries, 
Mr.  Wright,  who  is  a  member  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor,  and  Mr. 
Gibson,  who  is  a  member  of  the  Congress 
of  Industrial  Organizations.  There  is 
likewise  an  Assistant  Secretary  whose 
nomination  we  confirmed  only  a  few  days 
ago,  Mr.  Kaiser,  who  I  understand  is  not 
a  member  of  a  labor  union.  In  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Labor  Standards  is  Mr.  William 
L.  Connally,  who,  I  think,  presides  over 
that  particular  portion  of  the  activities 
of  the  Labor  Department,  who  was  at 
one  time  the  president  of  the  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  State  Federation  of  Labor.  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  he  is  now  a  member  of  the 
International  Typographical  Union,  un¬ 
der  the  American  Federation  of  Labor, 
and  at  one  time  was  international  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  International  Typo¬ 
graphical  Union. 

The  fact  is,  as  I  see  it,  that  manage¬ 
ment,  considering  the  functions  of  the 
employment  service  and  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  in  which  they  have 
a  very  great  stake  and  interest,  just  as 
labor  has  a  great  stake  and  interest,  is 
entitled  to  have  the  apprehension  in  its 
own  mind  as  to  whether  its  interests  will 
be  as  carefully  looked  after  and  will  be 
as  well  conserved  as  they  would  be  were 
these  two  processes  confined  to  and  re¬ 
posed  in  a  nuetral  agency. 

Thus  it  is,  Mr.  President,  that  we  find 
manifested  by  employers  a  very  real 
fear  of  jeopardy,  particularly  in  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  experience  rating.  I  heard  with 
much  interest  and  satisfaction  what  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  said 
shortly  after  I  returned  to  the  Chamber, 
that  he  understands  that  Mr.  Tobin,  the 
present  Secretary  of  Labor,  has  indi¬ 
cated  his  friendship  toward  the  idea  of 
experience  rating,  and  that  he  did  so 
in  his  official  work,  I  believe  the  Senator 
said,  while  he,  Mr.  Tobin,  was  Governor 
of  Massachusetts.  But,  as  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  very  appropriately  ob¬ 
served  in  the  immediately  following  sen¬ 
tence  or  sentences,  we  are  not  to  judge 
this  reorganization  plan  by  the  mere 
accident  of  who  happens  to  be  at  the 
moment  occupying  the  position  of  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor. 

Mr.  President,  surrounded  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is,  and  doubtless  will  be,  by  those 
who  represent  labor  unions,  as  I  have  in¬ 
dicated,  a  member  of  the  American  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Labor,  and  a  member  of  the 
CIO,  being  two  of  the  Assistant  Secre¬ 
taries  of  Labor,  I  undertake  to  say  that 
those  who  favor  the  development  and 


progress  of  the  plans  looking  toward  ex¬ 
perience-rating  provisions  may  well  con¬ 
sider  with  apprehension,  and  may  justly 
consider  with  apprehension,  and  may 
hesitate  to  avail  themselves  of  the  serv¬ 
ices  of  the  Employment  Service  of  the 
United  States,  because  of  the  fear  of  the 
jeopardy  of  the  experience-rating 
system. 

Mr.  President,  it  was  my  privilege  to 
read  some  time  back  the  testimony  taken 
in  1946  in  the  hearings  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  the  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  at 
page  1215,  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Abra¬ 
ham  L.  Zwerdling,  the  president  of  the 
United  Automobile  Workers  of  America, 
CIO,  who  said: 

We  strongly  urge  this  committee  to  approve 
the  adoption  of  language  in  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Act  which  will  abolish  experience¬ 
rating  provisions  in  State  laws.  Such  action 
will  eliminate  a  system  which  offers  a  pre¬ 
mium  to  persons  who  strive  to  save  money 
by  reducing  essential  benefits  paid  workers 
unemployed  through  no  fault  of  their  own. 

Mr.  Nelson  H.  Cruikshanlc,  director 
of  the  social  insurance  activities  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor,  in  testi¬ 
fying  before  the  House  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  at  page  1396,  said: 

From  long  experience  the  American  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Labor  is  convinced  that  the  most 
desirable  single  improvement  that  could  be 
made  in  the  present  Federal-State  program 
would  be  the  elimination  of  the  encourage¬ 
ment  to  the  enactment  of  experience  rating 
provisions  in  the  State  laws.  This  could  be 
done  by  amending  the  Federal  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Tax  Act  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
to  remove  the  additional  credit  provision 
for  reductions  in  contribution  rates  result¬ 
ing  from  experience  rating. 

A  report  was  presented  at  the  thir¬ 
teenth  national  conference  on  labor  leg¬ 
islation  in  December  1946,  which  report 
was  published  by  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor.  Included  in  that  report  was  this 
language: 

Those  present  were  mainly  labor  commis¬ 
sioners  and  representatives  of  organized 
labor.  . 

Again : 

The  experience  rating  provisions  in  State 
laws  have  not  proven  effective  in  stabilizing 
•employment  but  have  proven  to  be  power¬ 
ful  incentives  to  the  adding  of  disqualifi¬ 
cation  and  restrictive  eligibility  provisions 
to  the  State  laws,  and  to  narrow  interpre¬ 
tation  of  those  provisions  with  the  result 
that  many  persons  in  need  of  protection  of 
unemployment  insurance  are  deprived  of 
their  benefits. 

The  committee  recommends  that  the  ex¬ 
perience  rating  provisions  be  removed  from 
State  Unemployment  Compensation  laws. 

So,  Mr.  President,  without  at  this  mo¬ 
ment  undertaking  to  espouse  or  oppose 
experience  rating  plans,  I  submit  that 
those  members  of  the  ranks  of  employers 
who  are  fearful  of  what  may  happen 
under  such  a  plan,  if  there  shall  be 
placed  in  the  Department  of  Labor  these 
two  services,  the  Employment  Service 
and  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Com¬ 
pensation,  have  very  just  ground  for 
their  apprehension,  particularly  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  two  of  the  three  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretaries  of  Labor  are  members  of 
labor  unions,  and  the  other  gentleman, 
Mr.  Connally,  to  whom  I  have  referred, 
has  occupied  the  exalted  position  with 
the  labor  union  which  I  have  mentioned. 
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It  is  not  strange,  therefore,  I  take  it, 
that  we  find  in  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  issued  on  August  8  of  this  year, 
this  language: 

Interpreting  the  basic  statute  which  estab¬ 
lished  the  Department  of  Labor  as  a  man¬ 
date  in  the  interests  of  one  segment  of  the 
population  only,  opponents  of  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2  vigorously  charged  the  De¬ 
partment  with  flagrant  bias — 

I  pause  there.  I  am  not  in  accord  with 
a  statement  to  that  effect.  I  have  seen 
no  indication  of  flagrant  bias,  but  I  am 
saying  what  the  employers  feel  about  it, 
I  continue  reading  from  the  report — 
pointed  out  that  major  labor  organizations 
not  only  were  represented  at  but  dominated 
its  top  organization  level,  and  expressed  fear 
that  employers  would  refuse  to  use  the  facili¬ 
ties  of  the  Employment  Service  if  it  were 
transferred  to  the  Department.  Witnesses 
further  alleged  that  transfer  of  the  Bureau 
of  Employment  Security  to  the  Department 
of  Labor  would  result  in  eventual  abolition 
of  the  efficiency  rating  system,  under  which 
formulas  employers  may  obtain  reduction 
in  their  unemployment-compensation  tax 
rates  if  they  achieve  consistent  employment 
records,  pointing  to  the  opposition  of  the 
Thirteenth  Annual  Conference  of  Labor  Offi¬ 
cials  in  1946,  sponsored  by  the  Department  of 
Labor,  which  adopted  a  resolution  recom¬ 
mending  that  the  experience  rating  provi¬ 
sions  be  removed  from  State  unemployment 
laws,  and  the  consistent  opposition  of  labor 
organizations  to  the  system  since. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  respectfully  have 
risen  this  afternoon  to  oppose  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2. 
The  plan,  as  I  have  indicated,  excludes 
several  things,  to  only  a  portion  of  which 
I  have  paid  attention.  Those  to  which 
I  have  paid  attention  are  the  transfer 
proposed  by  the  plan  of  the  United  States 
Employment  Service  and  the  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Service  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 

I  have  submitted,  first,  that  while  I  am 
most  grateful,  as  we  all  are,  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  to  its  distinguished  head, 
Mr.  Hoover,  for  the  fine  work  which  has 
been  done  by  all  the  members,  including 
the  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  never¬ 
theless  I  feel  there  is  a  duty  on  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  which  could  not  be 
evaded  even  if  we  sought  to  do  so.  There 
is  a  duty  on  us  to  exercise  our  independ¬ 
ent  judgment  on  each  and  every  pro¬ 
posal  which  shall  be  presented  to  us. 

I  have  pointed  out  something  as  to  the 
history  of  these  respective  Services,  where 
they  have  resided  during  the  period  of 
their  existence;  the  fact  that  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  has  been  in 
one  place  or  another,  which  is  explained 
entirely  by  the  fact  that  just  before  the 
war  it  was  necessary  that  the  repository 
be  changed  from  the  Department  of 
Labor  to  the  Federal  Security  Agency, 
and  that  during  the  war  the  Service  was 
transferred  to  the  War  Manpower  Com¬ 
mission. 

On  the  other  hand  the  Unemployment 
Service  has  been  always  in  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  since  the  Social  Secu¬ 
rity  Act  of  1935. 

I  have  indicated  that  both  these  serv¬ 
ices  are  today  in  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  of  the  Federal  Security 
Agency. 

I  have  pointed  out  further  that  these 
two  services  should  be  operated  in  the 
same  agencies  or  departments  as  to  which 
there  is  general  unanimity  of  action. 


Then  I  have  attempted  to  discuss  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  place  in  which 
the  two  services  shall  be  operated  should 
be  the  Department  of  Labor.  I  have 
pointed  out  the  views  of  President  Roose¬ 
velt,  which  would  indicate,  as  I  endeav¬ 
ored  to  point  out  as  clearly  as  possible, 
very  positively  his  views  that  the  proper 
depository  for  these  functions  is  in  the 
Federal  Security  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

I  have  pointed  out  the  views  presented 
by  the  Federal  Security  Agency  itself. 

I  have  pointed  out,  in  addition  to  those 
facts,  the  action  taken  by  Congress  itself 
in  1947,  when  it  declined  to  transfer  one 
of  these  branches — by  itself,  it  is  true, 
the  Employment  Service — to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor;  and  that  a  year  later,  only 
last  year,  Congress  declined  to  transfer 
the  two  of  them  linked  together  to  the 
Department  of  Labor,  as  is  now  proposed. 

I  endeavored  to  discuss  also,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  functions  of  the  two  services  as 
having  a  bearing  on  which  department 
they  would  be  most  appropriately  kept 
within. 

Finally  I  have  discussed  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  it  is  desirable  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  best  service  to  the  Na¬ 
tion  at  large  to  place  the  administration 
of  these  functions  in  an  agency  which  by 
statute  of  the  United  States  is  made  a 
trustee  for  one  particular  group  of  our 
people  rather  than  leaving  it  in  an  agency 
which  is  designed  to  have  the  neutrality 
which  it  seems  to  me  it  is  fair  for  all 
parties  to  desire  to  be  possessed  by  an 
agency  in  which  these  functions  are 
carried  out. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  yield  15  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas!. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does'  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  believe  the  debate  will 
continue  until  5  o’clock?  That  is,  will  all 
the  time  be  consumed? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  On  behalf  of  those 
of  us  supporting  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  I  will  say  that  there  are  two  or 
three  more  Senators  who  wish  to  make 
their  presentations.  I  do  not  know  how 
much  time  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan]  expects  to  use. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  believe  I  have  any  more  requests  for 
time.  I  myself  may  use  5  or  6  minutes 
of  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Utah.  Mr.  President, 
I  rise  to  support  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendation.  I  find  myself  following  my 
splendid  colleague,  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Donnell]  who  when  discuss¬ 
ing  the  Constitution,  speaks  so  learnedly, 
as  a  lawyer,  that  I  am  very  fearful  even 
of  mentioning  the  name  of  the  document. 
I  am  not  a  lawyer,  and  have  never  argued 
a  constitutional  question  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  law.  As  one  who  has  gained 
his  knowledge  of  the  Constitution  by  hav¬ 
ing  seen  it  in  operation,  and  having  seen 
what  it  has  accomplished,  I  cannot  re¬ 
frain  from  at  least  saying  that  my  con¬ 
cept  of  the  Constitution  is  merely  that 
it  is  a  companion  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  accomplishment  of  their  ideals 


and  ideas.  It  was  set  up  by  the  people, 
and  it  was  set  up  to  function  for  the 
people.  It  has  done  so. 

Mr.  President,  whenever  we  argue  that 
the  Constitution  stands  in  the  way  of  the 
accomplishment  of  the  people’s  objec¬ 
tives,  then  we  are  indirectly  arguing  in 
favor  of  overcoming .  what  the  people 
wish  in  a  people’s  government. 

Mr.  President,  the  provisions  con¬ 
tained  in  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2 
have,  in  whole  or  in  part,  been  subject 
to  consideration  by  the  Congress  on  nu¬ 
merous  occasions,  as  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Donnell]  has  stated.  Last 
year,  for  instance,  the  President  sub¬ 
mitted  the  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of 
1948  which  would  have  permanently 
placed  the  administration  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  employment  services  and  the  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  functions  in  the 
Department  of  Labor.  Congress  did  not 
accept  this  plan,  primarily  on  the  ground 
that  no  basic  reorganization  of  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  structure  should  be  made  until 
the  Hoover  Commission  had  submitted 
its  report  and  recommendations.  After 
a  thorough  study,  this  Commission  has 
unanimously  recommended  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  take  affirmative  action  and  transfer 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  to 
the  Department  of  Labor.  Now,  these 
groups  who  opposed  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  of  1948  must  find  another  basis  for 
their  efforts  to  emasculate  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  These  groups  now  raise 
their  voices  to  proclaim  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  is  biased  and  that  it  can¬ 
not,  for  some  unexplained  reason,  admin¬ 
ister  the  functions  of  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  in  a  fair  and  impar¬ 
tial  manner.  Those  who  are  acquainted 
with  the  past  performances  of  these 
groups  will  quickly  recognize  that  this 
is  the  same  old  song,  being  sung  by  the 
same  chorus,  with  slight  variations. 

The  allegation  of  the  bias  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  is  a  charge  which  is 
easily  made  but  one  which  has  never  been 
proved.  They  who  make  the  charge  are 
never  specific  and  are  never  detailed,  pri¬ 
marily  because  there  is  not  a  shred  of 
evidence  that  the  Department  of  Labor 
is  biased  in  the  performance  of  its  statu¬ 
tory  functions. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  many  of 
the  chambers  of  commerce  of  the  various 
States  and  cities  in  the  country  who  now 
express  their  opposition  to  this  Reorgan¬ 
ization  plan,  were  among  the  first  to 
express  their  unqualified  support  for  the 
recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  a  few  short  months  ago.  Those 
of  us  who  have  talked  to  the  businessmen 
of  our  States  about  the  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  know  that  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  them  want 
this  Congress  to  take  affirmative  action 
in  order  to  place  these  recommendations 
Into  effect.  But  unfortunately  some  of 
these  business  organizations  are  staffed 
with  professionals  who  oppose  any  con¬ 
structive  measure  concerning  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  regardless  of  the  con¬ 
sequences  of  their  actions.  These  pro¬ 
fessionals  began  sending  telegrams  to 
their  membership  informing  them  that 
the  Department  of  Labor  was  going  to 
discriminate  against  the  Nation’s  busi¬ 
nessmen  if  Congress  passed  this  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan.  The  members  of  the  organ- 
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izations  were  urged  to  express  these  dis¬ 
torted  fears  to  the  Members  of  Congress. 
Many  businessmen  were  induced  to  do 
so;  most  of  them  without  realizing  that 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  would  have  no 
administrative  discretion  to  look  beyond 
the  law  which  he  administers  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  his  duties. 

Mr.  President,  in  support  of  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  the  Department  of  Labor  is 
not  biased,  I  should  like  to  point  out  the 
way  in  which  thousands  of  businessmen 
cooperate  with  the  Department  each 
year  and  how  these  businessmen  turn  to 
the  Department  every  day  of  the  year 
for  information  which  they  use  in  con¬ 
nection  with  their  business  activities. 
These  concrete  demonstrations  of  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  integrity  of  the  Department 
are  a  matter  of  record — cold,  hard  facts 
instead  of  unsubstantiated  allegations. 
The  extent  to  which  industry  cooper¬ 
ates  with  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
is  clearly  indicated  in  the  following: 

Approximately  15,000  retail  establish¬ 
ments  report  the  prices  of  food,  house¬ 
hold  furnishings,  and  other  items  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  Consumer’s  Price  Index  of 
the  Bureau. 

One  hundred  and  ten  thousand  estab¬ 
lishments  report  to  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  each  month  on  their  pay  rolls 
and  employment  figures. 

This  year  10,000  establishments  are 
cooperating  in  occupational  wage  sur¬ 
veys. 

Eleven  thousand  establishments  sub¬ 
mit  quarterly  reports  to  the  Bureau  on 
accidents;  45,000  other  establishments 
cooperate  in  the  more  comprehensive  an¬ 
nual  studies  of  accidents;  20,000  contrac¬ 
tors  are  also  cooperating  in  the  current 
study  of  accidents  occurring  in  the  con¬ 
struction  industry. 

Another  example  of  industry’s  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  Department  of  Labor  is 
shown  by  the  fact  that  corporations  like 
General  Motors  utilize  the  Bureau  of  La¬ 
bor  Statistics  Consumers’  Index  for  ad¬ 
justing  the  escalator  clause  in  its  con¬ 
tract  with  the  United  Auto  Workers. 
Contracts  based  on  the  escalator  clause 
in  the  great  garment  indusry  also  rely 
on  this  consumers’  index.  The  record 
clearly  indicates  that  these  reckless 
charges  against  the  Department  by  the 
professionals  in  business  organizations 
are  refuted  by  the  actions  of  their  rank- 
and-file  members. 

I  should  like  to  go  into  detail  concern¬ 
ing  the  Consumers’  Price  Index  of  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  Thousands 
of  business  establishments  cooperate 
with  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  on  a 
voluntary  basis  in  the  surveys  and  an¬ 
alyses  which  are  necessary  in  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  this  index. 

An  evaluation  of  some  of  the  uses  of 
the  Consumers’  Price  Index  shows  that 
in  the  spring  of  1947,  for  instance,  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  requested 
comments  from  the  approximately  7,300 
individuals  and  organizations  on  its 
monthly  mailing  list.  During  the  first 
8  days  after  these  requests  were  sent,  1 
out  of  3  of  these  users  of  the  index 
replied  with  their  suggestions  and  com¬ 
ments.  This  survey  showed  that  the 


most  important  single  use  of  the  Con¬ 
sumers’  Price  Index  was  in  connection 
with  wage  negotiations  covering  over 
8,000,000  workers.  Over  400  users  of  the 
index  stated  that  the  escalator  clauses 
in  their  union-management  contracts 
provided  for  changes  in  wage  rates  in 
accordance  with  changes  in  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Statistics’  Consumers’  Price 
Index. 

The  survey  showed  that  manufactur¬ 
ers  make  a  greater  use  of  the  index  than 
any  other  single  group.  The  survey  in¬ 
dicated  the  following  percentages  of  the 
index  were  used  by  various  groups : 

Percent 


Manufacturers _ 31.7 

Wholesalers  and  retailers _ 11.5 

Labor  unions _  9.6 

Trade  associations _  7.7 

Local  governments _  7.9 

Research  organizations _  5.6 

All  others _ 26.0 


At  the  present  time  12,636  individuals 
and  organizations  receive  the  monthly 
report  of  the  Consumers’  Price  Index, 
as  compared  with  7,300  in  the  early  part 
of  1947.  Do  these  facts  indicate  bias 
or  lack  of  confidefice  in  the  work  of  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics?  Quite  the 
contrary;  it  indicates  the  complete  con¬ 
fidence  manufacturers,  both  large  and 
small,  have  in  the  impartiality  and  in¬ 
tegrity  of  this  Bureau. 

In  1947,  a  business  research  advisory 
committee  was  created  in  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  at  the  request  of  nu¬ 
merous  business  organizations.  Through 
their  representatives,  these  organizations 
stated  that  the  Nation’s  business  had  a 
vital  interest  in  the  work  carried  on  by 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  The 
members  of  this  committee  are  well 
qualified  experts  in  particular  fields  of 
business  problems.  The  membership  of 
the  committee  includes  such  outstanding 
businessmen  as  the  assistant  vice  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Baldwin  Locomotive  Works, 
the  chief  economist  of  the  Western  Elec¬ 
tric  Co.,  the  vice  president  and  controller 
of  H.  R.  Macy  &  Co.,  the  executive  vice 
president  of  the  National  Retail  Lumber 
Dealers  Association,  the  president  of  the 
American  Iron  and  Steel  Institute,  the 
chief  economist  of  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Manufacturers,  the  director  of 
economic  research  of  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  of  the  United  States,  the  pres¬ 
ident  of  the  Cotton  Textile  Institute,  the 
executive  secretary  of  the  National  Sand 
and  Gravel  Association,  the  managing 
director  of  the  National  Electrical  Manu¬ 
facturers  Association,  and  the  chief 
economist  of  the  National  Industrial 
Conference  Board. 

The  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics  utilizes  this  business  re¬ 
search  advisory  committee  in  an  advi¬ 
sory  capacity,  on  policy  as  well  as  tech¬ 
nical  matters.  The  Bureau  also  seeks 
the  advice  of  the  committee  concerning 
the  formulation  of  the  Bureau’s  program 
for  each  fiscal  year.  The  Bureau  keeps 
the  members  of  the  committee  informed 
on  the  important  details  of  the  studies 
and  analyses  which  it  undertakes.  This 
year  the  committee  has  established  vari¬ 
ous  subcommittees  on  construction,  pro¬ 
ductivity,  employment,  wages,  industrial 


relations,  wholesale-price  index  and 
consumer-price  index.  These  subcom¬ 
mittees  meet  and  discuss  in  detail  the 
work  of  the  Bureau.  The  record,  there¬ 
fore  continues  to  emphasize  how  employ¬ 
ers  and  business  organizations  have  year 
after  year  utilized  the  services  and  fa¬ 
cilities  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  activities  of  its  commit¬ 
tees,  and  placed  confidence  in  the  impar¬ 
tiality  of  its  data. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  those  who  make 
allegations  of  bias  against  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  to  produce  the  facts,  the 
proof,  the  tangible  evidence  to  sustain 
their  charges.  I  submit  that  those  who 
indulge  in  this  pastime  cannot  produce 
such  evidence,  simply  because  it  does  not 
exist. 

The  Department  of  Labor  is  an  execu¬ 
tive  department,  an  agency  charged  with 
the  responsibility  of  administering  the 
acts  of  Congress.  It  is  directed  by  offi¬ 
cials  who  swear  to  an  oath  of  office  pre¬ 
scribed  by  Congress.  The  allegation  that 
an  executive  agency  of  the  Government 
is  unfair  or  biased  is,  therefore,  a  very 
serious  matter.  I  cannot  believe  that 
those  who  make  such  charges,  unsup¬ 
ported  by  any  evidence,  realize  the  full 
implication  of  their  acts.  An  allegation 
of  this  nature,  founded  on  distortion, 
vague,  and  unsupported  statements,  at¬ 
tempts  to  undermine  our  confidence  in 
the  governmental  structure  at  a  time 
when  we  must  proclaim  faith  in  our 
democratic  institutions. 

Ample  assurance  is  contained  in  this 
reorganization  plan  that  the  functions 
of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
will  be  conducted  in  the  same  impartial 
manner  as  they  are  now  conducted  in 
the  Federal  Security  Agency.  I  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  Federal  Advisory  Council, 
which  was  established  pursuant  to  the 
Wagner-Peyser  Act.  This  Council  has 
by  statute  the  purpose  “of  formulating 
policies  and  discussing  problems  relat¬ 
ing  to  employment  and  insuring  impar¬ 
tiality,  neutrality,  and  freedom  from 
political  influence  in  the  solution  of  such 
problems.” 

By  statute,  the  Council  also  has  the 
right  “of  access  to  all  files  and  records 
of  the  United  States  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice.”  The  Council  is  composed  of  men 
and  women  who  represent  employers  and 
employees  in  equal  numbers,  and  the 
public.  There  are  33  outstanding  cit¬ 
izens  serving  on  this  Council  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  President,  under  the  provisions  of 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949,  this 
Council,  which  at  present  advises  only 
as  to  the  employment  services,  will  also 
act  in  the  future  on  matters  relating  to 
unemployment  compensation.  The  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  employers  and  employees 
on  the  Council  will  have,  by  statute,  the 
authority  to  check  and  scrutinize  all  the 
actions  and  policies  of  the  Department 
of  Labor  regarding  employment  services 
and  unemployment-compensation  func¬ 
tions.  I  assure  Senators  that  if  there  is 
any  prejudicial  action  on  the  part  of  the 
Department  of  Labor  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  these  functions  it  can  be  immedi¬ 
ately  publicized  by  the  representatives  of 
management. 
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At  this  point,  I  believe  it  would  be  well 
to  examine  the  recommendations  of  the 
Committee  on  Reorganization  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Branch  of  the  Government  with 
respect  to  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security.  This  so-called  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  made  the  unanimous  recom¬ 
mendation  that  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  be  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  This  bipartisan 
Commission  was  created  by  Public  Law 
162  of  the  Eightieth  Congress.  It  was 
composed  of  representatives  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  and  of  the  executive  and  the  legisla¬ 
tive  branches.  It  will  be  noticed  that 
it  did  not  include  a  single  representative 
of  labor,  of  a  labor  group,  or  of  any  labor 
organization.  Two  of  the  members  of 
the  Commission,  however,  were  well- 
known  employers.  Both  of  them  joined 
with  the  other  members  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  in  unanimously  recommending  the 
transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 
In  commenting  upon  the  desirability  of 
this  transfer  the  Commission  said: 

.  It  is  now  generally  agreed  by  both  Federal 
and  State  officials  that  it  is  desirable  to  inte¬ 
grate  fiscal  and  administrative  review  of  the 
two  State  programs  under  the  supervision 
of  the  same  Federal  department.  The  place¬ 
ment  operations  are  the  primary  objectives 
of  this  dual  arrangement.  The  paying  of 
unemployment-compensation  claims  is  a 
temporary  expedient  until  the  eligible  work¬ 
er  can  be  brought  back  into  the  productive 
labor  force.  Occupational  analysis,  testing, 
reporting,  counseling,  and  placement  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  are  the  principal  func¬ 
tions  involved.  These  are  employment  func¬ 
tions. 

Employment  offices  and  unemployment 
compensation  are  more  closely  related  to 
each  other  than  to  retirement  or  old-age  as¬ 
sistance  or  educational  programs.  Both  are 
Federal-State  programs  dealing  with  labor- 
force  conditions  and  labor-management  re¬ 
lations.  These  programs  have  close  oper¬ 
ating  relationships  with  other  employment 
and  labor  functions  in  the  Department  of 
Labor — with  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
Women’s  Bureau,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards,  and  the  Bureau  of  Veterans’  Reemploy¬ 
ment  Rights.  Personnel  for  these  functions 
all  acquire  the  same  basic  training  in  labor 
and  employee  relations  problems. 

In  making  its  task  force  report  to  the 
Hoover  Commission  concerning  public 
welfare,  the  Brookings  Institution  made 
the  following  statement: 

One  method  of  furthering  *  *  *  co¬ 

ordination  would  be  to  bring  the  facilities 
and  resources  of  all  agencies  concerned  with 
employment  information,  employment  con¬ 
ditions,  and  employment  processes  under  a 
common  administrative  head.  This  would 
be  a  proper  statutory  function  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor,  and  adequate  devices  of 
congressional  supervision  and  group  con¬ 
sultation  are  available  to  foreclose  any  un¬ 
due  Influence  of  either  labor  or  manage¬ 
ment  upon  the  administration  of  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation. 

The  report  also  asserted: 

It  can  hardly  be  questioned  that  better  and 
less  costly  statistics  could  be  obtained  if  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Employment 
Service,  unemployment  compensation,  and 
possibly  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
were  in  the  same  department. 

This  task  force  report  of  the  Brook¬ 
ings  Institute  contained  no  point  or  fact 
in  opposition  to  the  transfer  of  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  to  the 


Department  of  Labor.  If  there  had  been 
any  foundation  for  the  charge  that  the 
Department  of  Labor  is  biased,  the 
Brookings  Institute  and  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  would  no  doubt  have  considered 
and  commented  upon  any  such  facts. 
The  studies,  investigations,  and  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
stand  as  positive  evidence  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  has  performed  its 
statutory  duties  with  absolute  integrity 
and  complete  impartiality. 

Several  bureaus  in  the  Department  of 
Labor  work  in  close  cooperation  with 
business.  In  March  of  this  year,  for 
example,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Standards 
conducted  the  President’s  Conference  on 
Industrial  Safety.  This  conference  was 
called  by  the  President  in  order  to  aid 
in  the  initiation  of  a  program  to  reduce 
the  enormous  toll  of  industrial  accidents 
and  the  economic  hardships  resulting 
from  such  accidents.  Nearly  1,000  per¬ 
sons  came  from  most  of  the  States, 
Hawaii,  and  Canada  in  order  to  take  part 
in  that  program.  Management  repre¬ 
sentatives  were  constituted  the  largest 
group  in  attendance  there,  constituting 
42  percent  of  all  those  present.  Those 
business  representatives  were  a  cross 
section  of  American  business,  from  the 
smallest  corporations  to  the  largest.  In 
contributing  their  support  and  coopera¬ 
tion  to  this  program,  they  found  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  conducting  a  program 
which  would  result  in  saving  American 
business  millions  of  dollars  each  year, 
through  the  reduction  of  industrial 
hazards  and  accidents. 

During  the  war  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Standards  utilized  the  services  of  hun¬ 
dreds  of  safety  engineers,  lent  from  pri¬ 
vate  industry  and  paid  by  private  em¬ 
ployers,  in  carrying  out  its  accident-pre¬ 
vention  program.  An  advisory  council 
used  in  connection  with  that  program 
was  composed  of  members  of  manage¬ 
ment  and  labor  organizations. 

Mr.  President,  Congress  is  not  being 
asked  to  assume  that  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  will  be  administered 
in  an  impartial  manner  and  with  due 
regard  for  the  interests  of  all  groups. 
The  Department  of  Labor  administered 
the  United  States  Employment  Service 
from  1933  to  1939  and  from  1945  to  1948. 
The  record  achieved  by  the  Department 
during  those  periods  stands  as  convinc¬ 
ing  proof  that  the  Employment  Service 
was  and  will  be  conducted  in  an  honest 
and  efficient  manner.  The  official  rec¬ 
ords  show  that  employers  utilized  the 
Employment  Service  more  during  each 
year  it  was  in  the  Department  of  Labor 
from  1945  to  1948  than  in  any  other 
peacetime  year  since  the  creation  of  the 
Service  in  1933. 

Mr.  President,  the  common  problems 
of  the  employment  services  and  unem¬ 
ployment  insurance  are  primarily  con¬ 
cerned  with  labor  placement  and  the 
economic  hazards  of  unemployment.  In 
order  to  give  the  worker  the  maximum 
assistance  in  meeting  such  problems, 
these  functions  must  be  properly  coor¬ 
dinated  in  one  agency.  The  Department 
of  Labor  is  equipped  with  several  of  the 
services  necessary  to  the  proper  admin¬ 
istration  of  these  functions.  It  has  the 
necessary  specialists  and  the  wealth  of 


information  on  occupations,  employ¬ 
ment  trends,  wage  rates,  working  con¬ 
ditions,  labor  legislation,  and  other  mat¬ 
ters  essential  to  employment  councjj-ing 
and  placement.  In  the  interest  of  sound 
government  and  of  efficient  administra¬ 
tion,  it  is  necessary  that  the  employ¬ 
ment  services  and  unemployment  insur¬ 
ance  functions  utilize  the  services  and 
facilities  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hill 
in  the  chair).  The  Senator’s  time  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Utah  what¬ 
ever  additional  time  he  requires. 

Mr.  THOMAS  of  Utah.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  President,  this  reorganization  plan 
places  the  emphasis  in  the  most  logical 
place.  Primary  emphasis  will  be  directed 
toward  the  improvement  of  employment 
services  in  order  to  get  unemployed  per¬ 
sons  back  to  work  as  rapidly  as  pos¬ 
sible.  From  the  standpoint  of  the  work¬ 
er,  the  employer  and  the  public,  the 
primary  concern  is  employment.  Al¬ 
though  unemployment  insurance  benefits 
are  essential,  the  workers’  principal 
need  and  desire,  in  the  event  of  unem¬ 
ployment,  is  a  steady  job.  This  objec¬ 
tive  can  be  realized  by  placing  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  in  the  same 
department  with  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics,  where  the  facts  from  all  over 
the  country  are  brought  into  the  central 
offices,  where  there  will  be  the  factual 
information  as  to  where  there  are  short¬ 
ages  and  surpluses  in  the  labor  market. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  concluded  that 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  will 
operate  more  efficiently  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  than  in  the  Federal  Secu¬ 
rity  Agency;  that  the  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  with  respect 
to  this  transfer  are  based  on  sound  prin¬ 
ciples  of  governmental  organization; 
and  that  the  evidence  clearly  and  un¬ 
mistakably  shows  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  will  administer  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  in  a  fair  and  im¬ 
partial  manner.  I  sincerely  urge  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  join  in  voting  to  reject  the 
resolution  against  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2,  and,  by  so  doing,  to  aid  in  the 
rebuilding  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
to  a  position  comparable  with  that  of 
the  other  great  executive  departments. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  no  intention  of  taking  considerable 
time  on  this  issue.  In  fact,  I  had 
thought  I  would  have  nothing  to  say, 
because  I  do  not  regard  this  reorgani¬ 
zation  plan  as  one  involving  serious, 
vital,  or  fundamental  issues,  as  I  did 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  which  I  op¬ 
posed.  I  felt  that  plan  No.  1  involved 
something  fundamental,  something  hav¬ 
ing  far-reaching  implications  which 
ultimately  would  lead  to  unhappy  con¬ 
sequences;  and  therefore  I  felt  that  plan 
No.  1  should  be  defeated. 

As  to  plan  No.  2,  I  see  no  such  issue 
involved,  although  I  shall  vote  against 
the  plan  because  I  see  in  it  no  economy, 
no  increased  efficiency. 

The  only  actual  justification  and  the 
greatest  argument  which  has  been  urged 
in  behalf  of  the  plan,  which  would  cause 
the  transfer  of  these  Services  back  to 
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the  Department  of  Labor,  is  that  it  will 
build  up  the  Department  of  Labor. 

I  served  as  a  member  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Reorganization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  of  the  Government.  I  know 
just  about  what  the  discussions  in  that 
body  were  and  the  reasons  assigned 
there  for  the  recommendation  that  this 
transfer  be  made.  The  principal  rea¬ 
son  given  for  the  proposed  transfer  was 
that  in  recent  years  the  Department  of 
Labor  has  been  stripped  of  so  many  of  its 
functions,  so  the  Commission  felt,  that 
in  order  to  strengthen  the  Department 
of  Labor,  these  Services  should  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  it. 

Mr.  President,  my  vote  yesterday  for 
the  resolution  of  disapproval  of  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1  does  not  mean 
that  I  oppose  the  reorganization  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government.  I 
would  have  supported  plan  No.  1  in¬ 
sofar  as  the  establishment  or  creation 
of  a  Welfare  Department  is  concerned. 
To  that,  I  have  no  objection.  I  did  ob¬ 
ject,  and  I  still  disapprove  and  object 
to  the  effort  which  was  made  in  that 
plan  to  put  the  public  health  services 
under  the  control  of  a  Welfare  Director, 
with  unlimited  power  to  organize,  direct, 
and  supervise  them.  I  did  not  believe 
that  was  in  the  interest  of  the  health 
of  the  Nation,  or  that  an  organization  of 
that  kind  was  in  fact  an  effectual  reor- 
ganizatio.  I  think  the  department  in 
which  they  are  placed  makes  very  little 
difference  to  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  and  the  Unemployment 
Compensation  Service.  I  do  not  believe 
any  economy  will  be  effected  or  any 
greater  efficiency  achieved  by  returning 
the  Services  to  the  Department  of  Labor. 

There  is  but  one  objection,  so  far  as  I 
know,  to  the  services  being  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  rather  than  in  the 
Social  Security  Administration  or  else¬ 
where.  The  objection  4s,  as  has  been 
stated  here,  and  as  the  hearings  fully 
reveal,  that  there  is  a  fear  which  has 
been  expressed  over  and  over  again  by 
employers,  that  the  Services  if  placed  in 
the  Department  of  Labor  will  be  domi¬ 
nated,  as  they  believe  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  is,  by  the  labor  leaders  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  Therefore,  knowing  that  leaders  of 
organized  labor  are  interested  in  obtain¬ 
ing  abolition  of  the  merit  system,  they 
believed  the  Department  would  use  all 
its  power  to  accomplish  that  purpose. 

It  was  further  testified  by  a  number 
of  witnesses  that  for  the  Service  to  be 
operated  properly  and  to  be  effective  in 
the  matter  of  placing  workers  who  were 
unemployed,  it  was  imperative  there  be 
full  cooperation  on  the  part  of  employ¬ 
ers,  and  that  if  employers  distrusted  the 
agency  in  which  the  functions  were 
lodged,  or  the  administrative  head  of 
the  agency,  the  employers  would  not  co¬ 
operate  with  the  Service,  and  therefore 
maximum  benefits  would  not  be  ob¬ 
tained.  That  is  the  principal  objection 
which  is  made. 

It  is  argued  and  asserted  by  many  that 
the  fears  which  have  been  expressed  are 
wholly  unjustified.  However  unjustified 
they  may  be,  if  we  indulge  in  that  as¬ 
sumption,  they  are  in  existence;  they  are 
definitely  present.  It  was  revealed  in 
the  hearings,  and  we  have  had  evidence 


of  it  in  many  ways.  So  long  as  the  fear 
continues,  until  the  Department  of 
Labor  can  ingratiate  itself  into  the  confi¬ 
dence  of  the  employers  and  dispel  this 
fear,  it  is  very  doubtful  whether  the 
transfer  to  the  Department  of  Labor  will 
be  in  the  interest  of  the  Services  them¬ 
selves. 

As  I  stated  in  the  beginning  of  my 
remarks,  I  have  no  deep  feeling  about 
this  matter  one  way  or  the  other. 
Frankly,  I  see  no  reason  why  the  Services 
could  not  be  well  performed  within  the 
Department  of  Labor,  if  the  Department 
should  undertake  to  administer  the 
functions  fairly  and  impartially.  I  see 
no  reason  why  they  cannot  be  properly 
administered  in  the  Social  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration,  where  they  are  now.  I  do 
not  see  anything  to  be  gained  one  way  or 
the  other  by  the  transfer.  The  only 
reason  for  my  voting  against  the  plan  is 
simply  the  deep  and  abiding  fear  which 
seems  to  exist  on  the  part  of  employers 
who  feel  that  their  interest  would  not  be 
protected,  and  would  not  be  in  the  hands 
of  impartial  administrators,  if  the 
change  were  made. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make  a 
further  comment  about  Reorganization 
P^an  No.  1  and  the  action  taken  by  the 
Senate  yesterday  in  defeating  it.  I 
know  it  was  urged  that  if  the  plan  were 
defeated  it  would  mean  there  would  be 
no  effectual  reorganization.  I  do  not 
feel  that  way  about  it.  I  believe  every 
Member  of  this  body  honestly  wants  to 
see  effected  a  good  reorganization,  and 
I  believe  most  of  us  will  cooperate  to  that 
end.  We  did  not  like  the  plan,  the  way 
it  was  set  up.  I  note  that  former  Presi¬ 
dent  Hoover  is  quoted  in  today’s  New 
York  Herald  Tribune.  He  apparently 
does  not  feel  as  many  yesterday  pre¬ 
dicted,  that  the  failure  of  plan  No.  1 
to  become  effective  would  doom  to  fail¬ 
ure  the  whole  reorganization  scheme.  I 
quote  from  Mr.  Hoover’s  statement, 
issued  to  the  press  after  learning  the 
results  of  the  action  of  the  Senate  yester¬ 
day.  He  said: 

This  is  not  a  defeat  for  reorganization.  I 
do  not  understand  that  the  Senate  was 
opposed  to  reorganization  but  disliked  step- 
by-step  action. 

I  think  the  former  President  is  correct 
in  his  summation  of  the  attitude  of  the 
Congress,  or  at  least  of  the  Senate.  I 
may  be  mistaken,  but  from  my  own 
standpoint  I  think  the  President  will  get 
much  better  results,  and  the  Congress 
will  be  far  more  inclined  to  go  along  and 
will  be  able  to  cooperate  better  if  the  re¬ 
organization  plans  are  made  comprehen¬ 
sive.  The  President  should,  if  he  desires 
to  do  so,  follow  the  report  of  the  Hoover 
Commission.  Let  him  take  the  report 
and  then  lay  before  the  Congress  a  plan 
substantially  in  line  with  it.  But  I  think 
he  should  make  it  comprehensive  so  that 
when  we  look  at  the  plan  we  shall  know 
how  far  we  are  traveling  and  whether 
we  are  going  all  the  way  with  respect  to 
the  functions  and  agencies  that  are  in¬ 
volved.  If  we  then  do  not  like  the 
Hoover  Commission  plan,  or  if  we  do  not 
like  whatever  the  Hoover  Commission 
has  recommended,  the  plan  can  be  re¬ 
jected.  But  if,  looking  at  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  recommendations,  we  see  but  a 


part  of  it,  and  if,  as  former  President 
Hoover  said  yesterday  regarding  plan 
No.  1,  there  are  other  imperative  steps 
which  must  be  taken  in  order  to  make  it 
effective,  we  shall  feel  that  the  other 
steps  ought  to  be  included  in  one  plan, 
so  we  can  see  it  as  an  integrated  whole 
and  be  guided  by  it.  We  can  then  either 
support  it  or  oppose  it. 

I  hope  the  plans  that  may  come  to  us 
in  the  future  will  be  more  comprehensive 
in  scope,  and  that,  if  they  are  in  line 
with  the  Hoover  Commission  recom¬ 
mendation,  they  will  not  propose  a  step- 
by-step  procedure,  when  the  whole  re¬ 
organization  can  be  effected  in  one  plan. 
I  believe  we  will  make  much  greater 
progress  if  that  procedure  be  followed. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  take  further 
time  on  this  particular  plan.  It  has  been 
pointed  out  by  other  Senators  that  there 
are  seven  additional  recommendations  by 
the  Hoover  Commission  which  might  well 
have  been  incorporated  in  this  plan,  and 
the  whole  reorganization  in  this  respect 
could  have  been  completed  and  ef¬ 
fectuated  by  this  one  action. 

Mr.  President,  I  introduced  the  pending 
resolution  of  disapproval  after  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  had  voted  disapproval  of 
the  plan  and  at  the  request  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  committee.  I  shall  vote  for 
the  resolution  but  I  have  no  deep  feeling 
about  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  yield  whatever  time  is  re¬ 
quired  for  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maryland  is  recognized. 

Mr.  O'CONOR.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  to  my  friend,  the  able  Senator 
from  Minnesota,  for  the  allotment  of 
time.  I  should  like  to  say,  before  com¬ 
menting  on  this  particular  plan,  that  I 
am  highly  gratified  that  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  has  ex¬ 
pressed  himself  as  he  has  concerning  the 
results  following  and  the  situation  re¬ 
sulting  from  our  vote  of  yesterday  in 
which  I  joined  with  him  in  expressing 
disapproval  of  the  President’s  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  1,  because  I  can  say, 
without  exaggeration,  that  no  one  in  the 
Senate  more  than  the  able  senior  Senator 
from  Arkansas,  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  has  labored  so  earnestly  and  has 
so  devoted  himself  throughout,  not 
weeks,  but  months,  in  order  to  bring 
about  the  consummation  of  the  over-all 
program  as  the  result  of  which,  unques¬ 
tionably,  our  governmental  processes  will 
be  the  beneficiary. 

Mr.  President,  the  vote  we  are  about 
to  take  on  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of 
1949  is  of  great  importance.  It  may  well 
set  a  pattern  for  congressional  action 
with  respect  to  other  reorganization 
plans  to  follow  which  are  and  will  be  in 
accord  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission,  and  which  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1  was  riot. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Hoover  Commission 
reached  conclusions  upon  which  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  2  is  based.  Desiring 
to  uphold  the  report  of  the  Commission 
in  its  entirety,  I  shall  vote  against  Senate 
Resolution  No.  151. 

Members  of  the  Senate  will  recall  that 
the  Hoover  Commission  was  a  creature 
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of  the  Congress.  It  was  set  up  by  us  to 
consider  the  organization  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government.  It  was  a 
bipartisan  commission  of  distinguished 
persons,  headed  by  former  President  Her¬ 
bert  Hoover  and  having  the  present 
Secretary  of  State,  Dean  Acheson,  as  its 
Vice  Chairman.  That  Commission,  after 
careful  consideration  of  the  subject  and 
of  a  task-force  report  prepared  by  the 
Brookings  Institution,  unanimously 
recommended  transfer  of  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  from  the  Federal 
Security  Agency  to  the  Department  of 
Labor.  There  were  two  outstanding  em¬ 
ployers  among  the  12  members  of  the 
Commission,  and  no  representatives  of 
labor.  Both  of  the  employers  on  the 
Commission  joined  in  this  recommenda¬ 
tion. 

I  am  not  satisfied  that  convincing  rea¬ 
sons  have  been  advanced  for  rejection  of 
this  Hoover  Commission  recommendation 
and  the  reorganization  plan  implement¬ 
ing  it.  ,  . 

The  Brookings  Institution  task  force 
report  devoted  several  pages  to  a  detailed 
exposition  of  the  close  relationship  of 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  to 
other  bureaus  of  the  Department  of 
Labor.  The  Hoover  Commission  con¬ 
cluded  that  there  were  “cogent  reasons” 
why  this  Bureau  should  be  transferred  to 
the  Department  of  Labor.  It  set  forth 
these  reasons  clearly  and  persuasively. 
I  am  convinced  that  the  reasoning  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  is  entitled  to 
great  respect  and  that  the  interdepend¬ 
ence  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  is  such 
that  greater  efficiency  of  operation  can 
be  effected  by  this  transfer. 

This  plan  has  the  support  of  the  only 
living  persons  who  have  been  Chief 
Executive  of  the  United  States.  It  also 
has  the  support  of  all  the  agencies  which 
would  be  affected  by  the  transfer.  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  American  Legion  and 
the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  testified 
In  favor  of  the  plan  during  the  hearings 
before  our  committee. 

I  am  sure  that  many  of  the  objections 
to  the  plan  are  based  more  on  fears  than 
on  facts.  I  am  convinced  that  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  will  be  op¬ 
erated  fairly,  efficiently,  and  economic¬ 
ally  in  the  Department  of  Labor.  Were  I 
not  satisfied  as  to  these  points,  I  would 
oppose  the  plan. 

Mr.  President,  the  Employment  Service 
was  in  the  Department  of  Labor  from 
1933  to  1939  and  from  1945  to  1948. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  Service 
was  not  operated  impartially  and  effec¬ 
tively  while  it  was  in  that  Department. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  employers  and 
workers  could  not  use  the  Service  while 
it  was  operated  by  the  Department  of 
Labor.  On  the  contrary,  during  the  years 
1945  to  1948,  the  Employment  Service 
had  more  job  orders  and  placements  than 
during  any  other  peacetime  years  since 
the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  was  enacted  in 
1933.  These  facts  should  dispel  any  ap¬ 
prehensions  with  respect  to  operation  of 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  in 
the  Labor  Department. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  any  stat¬ 
utory  revisions  which  would  be  required 


to  change  either  the  merit-rating  pro¬ 
visions  of  current  laws,  or  the  extent  of 
unemployment-compensation  payments 
or  coverage,  would  have  to  be  effected 
by  the  legislatures  of  the  various  States. 
No  authority  is  given  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  under  this  plan  to  make  any  such 
substantive  changes  as  some  opponents 
of  the  plan  seem  to  fear. 

To  my  mind,  maintaining  maximum 
employment  is  one  of  the  biggest  prob¬ 
lems  we  face  today.  I  am  anxious  to  see 
all  reasonable  steps  taken  to  assure  full 
employment  and  a  high  level  of  pros¬ 
perity  for  our  people.  That  is  of  great 
importance  to  us  domestically.  It  is  also 
vital  to  our  fight  against  those  elements 
who  do  not  want  our  democratic  system 
to  be  successful. 

There  are  abundant  reasons  which 
might  be  cited  in  support  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  to  place  the  employment  service 
and  unemployment-compensation  func¬ 
tions  in  that  agency  so  that  they  can 
best  promote  job  opportunities.  As  the 
Hoover  Commission  noted: 

The  placement  operations  are  the  primary 
objectives.  *  *  *  The  paying  of  unem¬ 

ployment-compensation  claims  is  a  tempo¬ 
rary  expedient  until  the  eligible  worker  can 
be  brought  back  into  the  productive  labor 
force. 

I  would  therefore  put  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  in  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  and  rely  upon  that  agency  to 
emphasize  jobs  rather  than  unemploy¬ 
ment-compensation  payments. 

I  shall  vote  for  the  transfer  because 
I  believe  that  the  Hoover  Commission’s 
over-all  program  is  in  the  interest  of 
efficiency  and  that  its  proposals,  of  which 
this  is  one,  should  enable  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  provide  better  services  for  all  our 
people. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  if  he  will  yield  in  order  that  I 
may  make  a  short  statement,  because 
the  Appropriations  Committee  is  meet¬ 
ing,  and  I  shall  have  to  attend. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  shall  be  more 
than  happy  to  yield  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  whatever 
amount  of  time  it  may  require  for  him 
to  make  his  statement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Carolina  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I  as¬ 
sure  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that 
I  appreciate  his  yielding  to  me.  My 
statement  will  not  be  very  long. 

I  favor  this  plan,  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  that  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  belongs  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  I  know  all  of  us  are  in 
general  agreement  that  the  present  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  of  the  country  are 
sound  at  the  present  time.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  the  fact  remains  that  there  now  are 
some  three  and  one-half  or  four  million 
unemployed  workers  in  this  country. 
This  means  that  there  is  greater  unem¬ 
ployment,  perhaps,  than  at  any  time  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  10  years.  Certainly  there 
are  more  unemployed  people  now  than 
at  any  time  since  our  entry  into  the  war. 
While  this  condition  has  not  reached 
serious  proportions,  at  the  same  time 
it  is  evident  that  the  Congress  must  take 
any  practicable  steps  within  its  power 


which  tend  to  reduce  unemployment,  and 
to  make  more  effective  the  facilities  of 
Government  which  assist  workers  in  get¬ 
ting  jobs. 

I  have  been  impressed  with  two  out¬ 
standing  facts  presented  in  the  course 
of  this  debate.  The  first  is  that  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security  has  the 
primary  objective  of  placing  workers  in 
suitable  employment.  The  second  is 
that  the  Department  of  Labor,  as  con¬ 
trasted  with  the  Federal  Security  Agen¬ 
cy,  has  as  one  of  its  primary  functions 
the  promotion  of  opportunities  for  profit¬ 
able  employment.  It  is  unmistakable, 
Mr.  President,  that  these  are  practically 
the  same  functions,  and  logically  they 
should  be  joined  together  in  the  same 
agency. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Minnesota  so  ably 
demonstrated,  the  functions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  taken  as  a  whole 
are,  except  for  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security,  almost  entirely  unrelated 
to  the  business  of  helping  workers  to  get 
jobs.  This  agency,  as  we  all  know,  is 
concerned  with  the  public  health,  the 
public  welfare,  and  public  education,  in 
the  strictest  use  of  these  terms.  Except 
for  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
this  agency  does  not  concern  itself  with 
employment  problems  or  the  operation 
of  the  labor  market.  It  has  nothing  to 
do  with  labor-force  conditions,  with  sta¬ 
tistics  on  the  occupational  outlook,  with 
the  training  of  apprentices  for  entrance 
into  the  labor  market,  or  meeting  the 
problems  arising  from  the  employment 
of  women  under  present-day  conditions. 
None  of  these  functions  are  carried  out 
by  the  Federal  Security  Agency;  whereas 
all  of  them,  and  others  as  well,  are  car¬ 
ried  out  by  the  Department  of  Labor. 

It  is  almost  self-evident  that  if  we 
should  place  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  in  the  Department  of  Labor  we 
would  be  contributing  to  the  more  effec¬ 
tive  operation  of  that  Bureau.  We  would 
also  be  contributing  to  the  more  effec¬ 
tive  operation  of  the  present  bureaus  of 
the  Department  of  Labor.  When  we 
coordinate  all  of  these  activities  in  one 
department,  it  seems  to  me  that  every 
one  of  these  activities  will  benefit  from 
a  close  day-to-day  working  relationship 
with  the  others. 

I  do  not  profess  to  know,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  whether  or  not  this  will  result  in 
any  actual  saving  or  decrease  in  costs  of 
operations,  but  I  can  only  conclude  that 
not  only  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Se¬ 
curity,  but  also  the  other  bureaus  of  the 
Department  of  Labor,  will  unquestion¬ 
ably  do  a  better  job  as  a  result  of  this 
transfer.  In  this  way  the  taxpayers 
will  get  better  value  out  of  every  dollar 
spent.  In  this  way  the  Federal  func¬ 
tions  designed  to  help  in  the  placement 
of  workers  will  be  improved.  This  im¬ 
provement  would  logically  cut  down  on 
the  amounts  which  employers  would 
have  to  pay  by  way  of  unemployment 
compensation  benefits.  And  as  an  over¬ 
all  result,  I  believe  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  and  the  Government  as  a  whole 
would  more  fully  accomplish  their  pur¬ 
pose  of  serving  all  of  the  people  in  our 
great  democracy. 


1949 
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On  account  of  these  inescapable  facts, 
Mr.  President,  I  am  heartily  in  favor  of 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1949. 
MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Swanson,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that/the 
HousWhad  passed  a  joint  resignation 
(H.  J.  lies.  339)  amending  an  act  making 
temporary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  195CL  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes,  ro  which  it  requested  the  con¬ 
currence  of^he  Senate.  • 

ENROQLED  BILLS  fSlGNED 

The  message\lso  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affiked  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrollealbjlls,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  President  pro  tempore : 

H.  R.  3440.  An  acLno\  the  addition  of  cer¬ 
tain  lands  to  Rock^  Mountain  National  Park, 
Colo.,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 

H.  R.  5086.  Aiy  ict  to  accord  privileges  of 
free  Importation  to  members  of  the  armed 
forces  of  other  nations,  to  gr^nt  certain  ex¬ 
tensions  of  .aime  for  tax  purposes,  and  to 
facilitate  thx  administration.  » 

HOUSE  JOINT  RESOLUTION  REFERRED 

Thy  Joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Kte>.  339) 
amending  an  act  making  temporary  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  19&0,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  Vas 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  tlje 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

'  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2,  1949, 

TRANSFERRING  THE  BUREAU  OF  EM¬ 
PLOYMENT  SECURITY 


The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  151)  disap-  * 
proving  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered 
2  of  1949. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
was  hoping  that  in  a  very  few  moments 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  would  be  with  us, 
and  I  am  sure  he  will  be.  Until  he  re¬ 
turns  to  the  Chamber,  I  think  one  or  two 
observations  might  be  made  regarding 
the  two  most  recent  statements  which 
have  been  presented,  the  first  by  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor], 
the  second  by  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  MaybankL 

Particular  emphasis  has  been  placed 
upon  the  relationship  between  the  ob¬ 
taining  of  the  job,  the  placement  of  the 
worker  on  the  job,  and  the  insurance 
which  has  been  set  up  for  the  worker  in 
the  field  of  unemployment  compensation. 

I  think  that  may  be  the  key  point  in  the 
transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  I 
think  that  is  the  key  argument,  along 
with  the  matter  of  the  efficiency  and 
effectiveness  which  those  of  us  who  are 
supporting  the  plan  believe  will  be  the 
accomplished  end  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2. 

I  hope  that  those  who  examine  the 
Record  after  these  debates  have  been 
concluded,  and  those  who  have  been  so 
kind  and  so  helpful  as  to  stay  with  us 
and  to  meditate  and  think  about  the  pro¬ 
posal  which  is  before  us,  will  keep  in  mind 
that  what  is  being  attempted  is  an 
honest,  conscientious  effort  to  coordi¬ 
nate  the  activities  looking  toward  work 
opportunities  of  a  great  governmental 
department  which  has  particular  re¬ 


sponsibility  for  the  welfare  of  working 
men  and  women.  I  think  it  is  about 
time  that  in  this  country,  and  particu¬ 
larly  in  the  Congress,  we  emphasize  that 
what  we  need  is  productive  work.  Our 
programs  of  social  insurance  are  exactly 
what  they  are  called,  programs  of  insur¬ 
ance  against  the  despair  as  a  result  of 
unemployment  and  of  poverty.  No 
American  has  ever  projected  for  a  mo¬ 
ment  that  the  programs  for  unemploy¬ 
ment  compensation  and  social  insurance 
were  the  answer.  The  answer  to  Amer¬ 
ica’s  need  is  production;  production  is 
possible  through  employment,  employ¬ 
ment  is  possible  through  the  job  and  the 
worker  being  brought  together,  and  the 
job  and  the  worker  are  brought  together, 
in  this  very  complex  and  difficult  age 
in  which  we  live,  when  we  have  an 
agency  that  is  trained  in  the  mechanics 
of  bringing  the  job  and  the  worker  to¬ 
gether. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  now  happy  to  yield 
whatever  time  may  be  needed  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  to  present  further  the  case  in 
behalf  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  John¬ 
ston  of  South  Carolina  in  the  chair). 
The  Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  for  allowing 
me  a  few  minutes  to  express  my  support 
of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2.  In  sup¬ 
porting  and  voting  for  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  this  afternoon  I  feel  that  I 
shall  follow  a  very  consistent  policy  in 
respect  to  my  position  on  the  Hoover 
Commission  plans  for  the  reorganization 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  Yesterday  afternoon  I  voted 
against  plan  No.  1,  and  in  voting  against 
that  plan  I  feel  that  I  followed  a  very 
proper  and  consistent  course  of  action, 
because  of  my  conviction  that  we  should 
try  to  put  into  effect  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  program  whenever  we  think  the 
facts  support  the  program  and  not  vote 
for  wide  divergences  from  it.  After  a 
very  thorough  study  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1, 1  satisfied  myself  that  on  the 
merits  of  the  arguments  plan  No.  1  could 
not  be  reconciled  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission  in  re¬ 
spect  to  the  reorganization  of  the  medi¬ 
cal  services  of  our  Government. 

I  voted  against  plan  Np.  1  yesterday 
afternoon  also  because  I  had  held  a 
series  of  conferences  with  outstanding 
educational  leaders,  and  they  satisfied 
me,  on  the  basis  of  the  discussions  I 
had  with  them,  that  plan  No.  1  was  not 
in  accordance  with  the  best  objectives 
of  the  educational  groups  of  the  country 
in  respect  to  the  need  of  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  the  educational  services  of  the 
Federal  Government. 

I  voted  against  plan  No.  1  yesterday 
afternoon  for  a  third  and  equally  im¬ 
portant  reason,  namely,  that  in  my  judg¬ 
ment  it  proposed  to  vest  entirely  too 
much  arbitrary  power  in  one  adminis¬ 
trator.  In  accordance  with  my  political 
philosophy  I  fear  bigness,  I  fear  vesting 
great  power  in  individuals,  and  I  was 
satisfied  that  the  power  of  arbitrary  de¬ 
cision  which  plan  No.  1  would  have  vest¬ 
ed  in  the  Administrator  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  set  up  under  the  plan  was  greater 
than  I  think  it  is  safe  to  give  any  man 


if  we  are  to  be  constantly  vigilant  in  our 
protection  of  the  democratic  processes. 

As  I  listened  to  the  debate  on  plan  No. 
1  and  also  listened  in  many  conferences 
to  spokesmen  for  plan  No.  1  who  repre¬ 
sented  various  groups  I  became  more  and 
more  convinced  that  the  plan  was  par¬ 
ticularly  desired  by  those  who  seek  to  ad¬ 
vance  the  cause  of  compulsory  health 
insurance  in  this  country.  I  am  satisfied 
that  the  best  health  interests  of  our 
people  are  not  to  be  found  in  a  system  of 
compulsory  health  insurance.  As  a 
sponsor  of  one  of  the  proposed  pieces  of 
health  legislation,  S.  1456,  which  is  based 
upon  a  voluntary  health  insurance  plan, 
I  necessarily  found  myself  in  opposition 
to  plan  No.  1  because  I  decided  that  the 
administrative  devices  contained  in  it 
were  designed  or,  at  least,  could  be  used 
to  foster  compulsory  health  insurance. 

I  do  not  agree  that  the  defeat  of  plan 
No.  1  prevents  sound  reorganization  of 
Government  services  in  the  field  of 
health,  education  and  welfare.  There  is 
a  need  for  greater  efficiency  and  econ¬ 
omy  in  the  operation  of  Government 
services  dealing  with  health,  education 
and  welfare  but  I  am  satisfied  those 
ends  can  be  accomplished  much  better 
through  a  new  reorganization  plan  which 
avoids  the  serious  defects  which  I  have 
just  mentioned  in  respect  to  plan  No.  1. 

I,  too,  as  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan]  has  pointed  out,  am 
pleased  to  note  that  former  President 
Hoover  has  stated,  in  a  press  release  of 
today,  that  the  defeat  of  plan  No.  1  yes¬ 
terday  does  not  in  any  way  mean  the 
defeat  of  reorganization  plans  in  the 
particular  fields  to  which  plan  No.  1  ad¬ 
dressed  itself.  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  in  a  spirit 
of  cooperation  with  the  Congress,  which 
characterizes  the  man,  will  review  the 
objections  which  have  been  made  to  plan 
No.  1,  and,  even  though  it  is  not  to  be 
expected  that  he  will  agree  with  our 
particular  arguments  or  objections,  will 
nevertheless  recognize  that  under  the 
American  democratic  process  of  give- 
and-take  it  is  now  incumbent  upon  him 
to  submit  to  Congress  a  reorganization 
of  his  own  reorganization  plan  in  respect 
to  the  subject  matter  of  plan  No.  1. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  next  plan 
which  the  President  will  submit  to  us  on 
this  subject  matter  will  be  so  closely  in 
line  with  the  basic  principle  of  the 
Hoover  report  on  the  same  subject  mat¬ 
ter,  that  the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon 
will  find  himself,  on  the  next  vote,  in 
support  of  the  position  taken  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

I  say  that,  Mr.  President,  because  I 
think  it  is  due  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States  to  have  some  member  of 
the  opposition  party  in  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  extend  to  him  very 
sincere  commendation  for  the  leadership 
he  has  been  exercising  in  respect  to  the 
whole  matter  of  the  reorganization  of 
the  executive  branch  of  our  Government. 
Differ  as  I  differed  with  him  on  plan  No. 
1,  I  have  not  differed  with  him  on  most 
of  his  other  recommendations  for  reor¬ 
ganization  because  I  think  in  the  main 
he  has  followed  the  proposals  for  reor¬ 
ganization  of  the  Hoover  Commission 
reports.  I  think  the  people  of  the  United 
States  owe  a  great  debt  of  gratitude  to 
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the  President  of  the  United  States  for 
the  leadership  he  has  extended  to  them 
in  the  whole  matter  of  reorganization  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 
I  certainly  think  the  issue  is  a  nonparti¬ 
san  one.  I  think  it  is  a  task  that  should 
be  performed  by  whoever  is  in  the  White 
House,  be  he  a  Democratic  or  a  Republi¬ 
can  President.  Save  and  except  for  my 
difference  with  the  President  yesterday 
afternoon  over  plan  No.  1,  and  a  possible 
difference  I  may  have  with  him  over 
plan  No.  7,  I  think  he  is  doing  a  grand 
job  in  his  recommendations  for  the  re¬ 
organization  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government.  I  believe  that  as  the 
result  of  the  program  he  has  under  way 
not  only  will  there  be  a  great  increase  in 
the  efficiency  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government  but  in  due  course  of 
time  the  American  people  will  reap  the 
benefits  of  the  savings  in  the  cost  of  ad¬ 
ministration  which  will  result  from  the 
leadership  President  Truman  is  exercis¬ 
ing  in  this  field. 

I  am  sure,  the  task  has  not  been  easy 
for  him.  All  Senators  know  the  pres¬ 
sures  to  which  they  have  been  subjected 
and  the  objections  and  the  exceptions 
from  various  groups,  particularly  in  their 
home  States  they  have  been  asked  to  sup¬ 
port,  when  some  particular  part  of  one 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  reorganiza¬ 
tion  recommendations  steps  on  the  toes 
of  some  particular  interest  in  our  States. 
If  that  be  true  of  us,  what  do  Senators 
think  the  President  of  the  United  States 
has  been  undergoing  in  regard  to  at¬ 
tempts  to  pressure  him  in  respect  to  re¬ 
organization  plans? 

I  hope  I  shall  always  be  not  only  non¬ 
partisan  enough,  but  also  fair  enough, 
to  give  credit  where  credit  is  due.  I 
think  President  Harry  Truman  is  en¬ 
titled  to  a  very  sincere  expression  of  ap¬ 
preciation  on  the  part  of  the  American 
people  for  the  courageous  and  forth¬ 
right  way  in  which  he  has  taken  hold  of 
the  task  of  making  recommendations  for 
the  reorganization  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government.  The  differ¬ 
ence  of  opinion  we  had  with  him  yester¬ 
day  afternoon  over  plan  No.  1  in  no 
way,  in  my  judgment,  should  be  looked 
upon  by  him  as  any  great  discourage¬ 
ment  in  respect  to  the  task  which  still 
lies  ahead  of  him.  If  I  know  the  caliber 
of  his  courage  correctly,  we  will  find  in 
due  course  of  time  another  proposal  com¬ 
ing  to  us  from  the  President  of  the 
United  States  in  respect  to  the  subject 
matter  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  and 
it  will  be  in  the  form  of  a  plan  which  will 
so  closely  follow  the  major  Hoover  rec¬ 
ommendations  in  this  particular  field 
that  those  of  us  who  could  not  support 
the  President  yesterday  will  be  able  to 
support  him  in  his  next  recommenda¬ 
tion  on  this  subject. 

I  turn  now,  Mr.  President,  to  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  2.  I  shall  support  it 
because  I  think  it  will  carry  out  the  basic 
principles  of  the  recommendation  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  that  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  be  transferred 
from  the  Federal  Security  Agency  to  the 
Department  of  Labor.  I  am  convinced 
that  such  a  transfer  is  in  the  interest  of 
good  government  organization  and  effi¬ 
ciency.  I  do  not  know  whether  it  will 


achieve  dollar  economies;  but  increased 
efficiency  that  would  give  us  more  service 
for  every  dollar  spent  is  in  itself  an 
economy. 

This  plan  came  to  the  Congress  with 
every  presumption  in  its  favor.  It  was 
recommended  by  President  Truman,  a 
Democrat,  and  by  former  President  Hoo¬ 
ver,  a  Republican.  It  was  recommended 
unanimously, by  the  bipartisan  Hoover 
Commission.  The  heads  of  the  agencies 
affected  have  testified  in  favor  of  the 
plan.  It  was,  therefore,  with  great  sur¬ 
prise  that  I  found  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Depart¬ 
ments  recomemnding  that  the  Senate  not 
favor  the  plan.  Because  of  my  great  es¬ 
teem  for  the  members  of  the  committee 
and  because  I  know  they  gave  long  and 
thorough  consideration  to  the  subject,  I 
have  reviewed  the  committee’s  report 
with  as  great  care  as  I  am  capable  of 
reviewing  anything. 

I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman’s  conclusion  that 
this  plan  diverges  from  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  As  I 
read  it,  the  plan  implements  exactly  the 
recommendations  made  by  that  Com¬ 
mission. 

The  committee  report  states  that  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommended  merg¬ 
ing  the  functions  of  the  Veterans’  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  with  the  Employment 
Service  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  but  did  not  recommend  the  abo¬ 
lition  of  the  Veterans’  Placement  Service 
Board.  The  Hoover  Commission  found 
that  the  Veterans’  Placement  Board  is 
an  “anomalous  administrative  arrange¬ 
ment”  and  stated  that  “the  need  for  its 
correction  is  evident.”  Report  on  the 
Department  of  Labor,  page  16.  The 
recommendation  for  merger  of  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Employment  Service  with  the 
Employment  Service  followed  this  state¬ 
ment.  It  would  appear,  therefore,  that 
the  abolition  of  the  Veterans’  Placement 
Service  Board  is  fully  consistent  with  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommendation. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  represent¬ 
atives  of  both  the  American  Legion  and 
the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  testified  in 
favor  of  the  plan. 

I  wish  to  say,  Mr.  President,  that  dur¬ 
ing  the  Eightieth  Congress  I  had  the 
privilege  of  se.rving  as  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Veterans’  Affairs  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare.  That  service  gave  me  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  make  many  very  careful 
and  intensive  studies  into  questions  af¬ 
fecting  the  administration  of  veterans’ 
affairs  by  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government.  It  also  gave  me  many  op¬ 
portunities  to  listen  to  the  testimony  and 
study  the  recommendations  of  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  American  Legion  and  of 
the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars,  and  of 
the  other  veterans’  organizations.  On 
the  basis  of  that  experience,  when  the 
representatives  of  the  American  Legion, 
the  representatives  of  the  Veterans  of 
Foreign  Wars,  and  the  representatives  of 
other  veterans’  organizations  tell  the 
Senate  that  plan  No.  2  has  their  ap¬ 
proval,  I  say  their  recommendations  are 
deserving  of  very  careful  consideration 
and  are  entitled  to  great  weight  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 


I  say  that  because  the  representatives  of 
those  veterans’  organizations  are  think¬ 
ing  in  terms  not  only  of  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  veteran,  but  in  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  administration  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  have  heard  them  say  time 
and  time  again,  both  in  public  discus¬ 
sions  before  my  subcommittee  and  in  pri¬ 
vate  conversations  with  me,  that  they  are 
well  aware  of  the  fact  that  it  is  the  vet¬ 
eran,  after  all,  who  is  going  to  have  to 
pay  a  large  share  of  the  cost  of  operat¬ 
ing  the  Government  through  the  taxes 
of  the  years  to  come.  When  these  vet¬ 
erans’  organizations  come  forward  with 
a  recommendation  in  support  of  plan 
No.  2,  Mr.  President,  I  know  that  they 
have  in  mind  their  best  interest  in  ef¬ 
ficient  and  economical  operation  of  the 
Government.  Therefore  any  argument 
in  the  course  of  the  debate  to  the  effect 
that  the  veterans’  interests  are  not  ade¬ 
quately  protected  under  plan  No.  2  I 
think  falls  to  the  ground  on  the  basis 
of  the  recommendations  of  the  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  American  Legion  and 
the  Veterans  of  Foreign  Wars  who  are 
on  record  in  favor  of  the  plan  . 

The  abolition  of  the  Veterans’  Service 
Placement  Board  is  therefore  satisfactory 
to  the  major  veterans’  organizations,  as 
well  as  to  the  Government  agencies  in¬ 
volved. 

The  report  characterizes  as  “diver¬ 
gence  from  recommendations  of  the  Hoo¬ 
ver  Commission”  the  provision  concern¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Advisory  Council,  in¬ 
corporated  in  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
2.  It  notes  that  the  Commission  made 
no  recommendation  with  respect  to  that 
Council. 

In  my  opinion,  the  provision  of  the 
plan  respecting  the  Council  is  one  of 
our  best  assurances  that  the  Department 
of  Labor  will  operate  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  fairly  and  effectively. 
The  Federal  Advisory  Council  is  com¬ 
posed  of  outstanding  citizens  represent¬ 
ing  the  public,  employers,  labor,  and  vet¬ 
erans. 

I  think  that  the  very  creation  of  this 
Council  under  the  plan  effectively  meets 
the  argument  of  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  in 
regard  to  alleged  fears  of  the  Department 
of  Labor  on  the  part  of  employers.  In 
my  judgment  the  Council  will  function 
as  a  watchdog,  so  to  speak,  as  a  forum 
to  provide  a  check  upon  a  factual  basis 
of  any  employer  fears  which  may  develop 
in  the  future.  But  I  hasten  to  add  that 
I  think  the  argument  about  the  employ¬ 
ers’  fears  is  itself  a  fear  argument,  and 
not  entitled  to  any  substantial  weight  in 
this  debate,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of 
any  basis  or  justification  for  the  fears. 
There  is  none,  Mr.  President. 

We  cannot  get  very  far  in  the  reor¬ 
ganization  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  in  the  interest  of  efficiency 
and  economy  if  every  time  some  group 
expresses  a  fear  that  it  may  not  receive 
impartial  treatment  under  a  reorganiza- 
plan,  such  expression  is  to  be  used  as  a 
basis  for  voting  against  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan.  As  a  lawyer,  I  must  ask  for 
evidence.  There  is  no  evidence  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  fear  on  the  part  of  employers. 

One  could  make  the  point  that  this 
argument  of  the  employers  itself  mani- 
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festS  a  prejudice  against  labor;  but  I 
think  that  would  be  an  equally  unsound 
argument.  We  must  look  at  this  plan 
from  the  standpoint  of  whether  or  not 
the  mechanics  of  it  give  us  reasonable 
assurance  of  efficient  administration. 

The  Federal  Advisory  Council  which 
the  Senate  committee  itself  seems  to 
think  constitutes  a  divergence  from  the 
Hoover  Commission  report  is  in  my  opin¬ 
ion  one  of  the  guaranties  of  impartial, 
fair,  and  efficient  administration  of  the 
plan.  So  I  urge  Members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  not  to  give  any  weight  to  the  argu¬ 
ment  which  some  speakers  have  made 
in  this  debate,  that  we  should  not  vote 
for  this  plan  because  certain  employers 
have  expressed  fears  about  it. 

In  respect  to  another  phase  of  the 
Hoover  recommendation  for  reorganiza¬ 
tion  affecting  the  Army  engineers,  I  am 
hearing,  by  way  of  some  pretty  hot  pres¬ 
sures  from  my  State,  the  argument  that, 
of  course,  we  must  do  nothing  that  would 
in  any  way  encroach  upon  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Army  engineers,  because  of 
the  fear  that  it  might  have  seme  detri¬ 
mental  effect  upon  Government  projects 
being  built  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  by 
Government  engineers.  I  have  said  to 
the  people  of  my  State,  and  I  repeat  this 
afternoon,  that  no  such  argument,  based 
upon  fear  or  upon  plain  selfishness,  will 
cause  the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon 
to  divert  one  bit  from  his  determination 
to  support  the  Hoover  Commission  re¬ 
organization  plan  in  respect  to  the  Army 
engineers.  I  take  this  opportunity  to 
tell  the  people  of  my  State  that  I  have 
made  a  thorough  study  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations  insofar  as 
they  affect  the  Army  engineers,  and  I  am 
satisfied  that  there  is  no  basis  for  the 
fears  expressed  to  me  by  the  various 
groups,  which  apparently  have  under¬ 
taken  a  crusade  to  see  to  it  that  the 
Army  engineers  are  in  no  way  affected 
by  any  reorganization  plan  approved  by 
the  Senate. 

Incidentally,  I  think  the  time  has 
come  when  the  Army  engineers  should 
be  brought  under  a  reorganization  plan, 
in  the  interest  of  the  efficient  operation 
of  the  planning  and  construction  of  the 
great  Government  projects  needed  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  They  are  not  sacro¬ 
sanct,  and  should  not  be  so  treated  by 
the  Senate.  Nor  should  they  be  defend¬ 
ed  on  the  basis  of  any  such  insupport¬ 
able  fear  arguments  as  are  being  sent 
to  me  by  certain  groups  in  my  State,  urg¬ 
ing  me  to  oppose  any  recommendation 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  which  affects 
the  Army  engineers. 

As  I  have  said  from  the  platforms  of 
Oregon,  I  say  from  this  platform  today, 
that  I  shall  support  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  recommendations  in  respect  to  the 
Army  Engineers.  I  intend  to  continue 
to  support  the  Hoover  Commission  rec- 
omendations  in  respect  to  other  reorgan¬ 
ization  plans,  in  the  absence  of  any  clear 
evidence  that  such  recommendations 
would  result  in  damage  to  the  efficient 
and  economical  operation  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment.  When  I  am  convinced  that  a 
Hoover  recommendation  is  not  a  good 
one  I  shall  vote  against  it  but  the  pre¬ 
sumption  is  in  favor  of  the  Hoover  re¬ 
ports  as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 


So  in  respect  to  the  question  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Council,  the  fact  that 
it  is  to  be  composed  of  outstanding  citi¬ 
zens  representing  the  public,  employers, 
labor,  and  veterans  commends  that 
phase  of  the  plan  to  me;  and  in  my 
judgment  is  an  adequate  answer  to  the 
committee’s  argument  that  the  creation 
of  the  council  itself  constitutes  a  diver¬ 
gence  from  the  Hoover  Commission 
recommendations.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  Hoover  Commission  recommenda¬ 
tions  which  would  support  the  argument 
that  the  Commission  would  be  opposed 
to  any  such  council  as  the  Federal  Ad¬ 
visory  Council. 

Under  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  the 
council  has  “the  purpose  of  formulating 
policies  and  discussing  problems  relating 
to  employment  and  insuring  impartiality, 
neutrality,  and  freedom  from  political 
influence  in  the  solution  of  such  prob¬ 
lems.”  By  statute  the  council  has  “ac¬ 
cess  to  all  files  and  records  of  the  United 
States  Employment  Service.”  Under  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  this  council 
would  advise  the  Secretary  of  Labor  with 
respect  to  the  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  activities  of  the  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  as  well  as  with  respect  to 
the  Employment  Service  functions. 
Those  who  have  expressed  fear  that  the 
Department  of  Labor  cannot  operate  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  impar¬ 
tially  and  efficiently  have  in  the  Federal 
Advisory  Council  a  check  on  the  Bureau’s 
operations  and  an  insurance  against  bias 
or  inefficiency.  I  assume  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  no  objection  to  that  provision 
of  the  plan  which  would  permit  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Advisory  Council  to  advise  concern¬ 
ing  all  operations  of  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  and  to  have  access  to 
the  files  and  records  of  the  Unemploy¬ 
ment  Compensation  system  as  well  as  the 
Employment  Service. 

The  report  also  noted  as  a  “divergence 
from  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission”  the  fact  that  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2  does  not  include  seven 
other  recommendations  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  concerning  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

I  fail  to  see  how  this  is  a  divergence 
from  the  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission.  It  is  at  best  a  failure  to  do 
the  entire  job  at  once.  In  that  respect, 
I  am  satisfied  by  the  explanation  given 
to  the  House  of  Representatives  on 
August  11,  1949,  by  the  distinguished 
Representative  from  Ohio,  the  Honor¬ 
able  Clarence  Brown,  who  was  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  He 
stated: 

Mr.  Hoover  and  I  realized  the  President 
could  not  send  in  all  of  his  reorganization 
plans  at  once.  In  fact,  I  believe  this  par¬ 
ticular  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  is  here 
rather  as  a  side  issue,  as  it  were,  and  that 
it  does  not  represent  the  President’s  com¬ 
plete  reorganization  plan  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor.  (  Congressional  Record,  Aug. 
11,  1949,  p.  11527.) 

The  Hoover  Commission  brought  in 
some  318  different  recommendations  and 
findings.  Obviously  they  could  not  all 
be  put  into  effect  in  a  single  plan  or 
all  at  once.  The  Hoover  Commission 
spent  2  years  studying  the  subject  of 
Government  organization  and  bringing 
in  these  recommendations.  We  have 


merely  60  days  to  consider  them.  Under 
the  circumstances,  I  am  not  at  all  sorry 
to  find  the  plans  coming  up  in  small 
groups;  nor  do  I  consider  it  a  divergence 
from  the  Hoover  Commission’s  recom¬ 
mendations  to  adopt  its  recommenda¬ 
tions  one  at  a  time,  rather  than  all  at 
once. 

In  connection  with  the  failure  of  plan 
No.  2  to  effect  all  the  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  with  respect 
to  the  Department  of  Labor,  I  cannot 
help  wondering  how  many  persons  who 
raised  this  as  an  objection  to  the  plan 
would  want  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  all  the  agencies  and  func¬ 
tions  which  the  Hoover  Commission  has 
recommended  be  transferred  to  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  satisfied  that  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2  is  fully  consistent 
with  the  recommendation  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  and  properly  implements 
the  Commission’s  recommendation. 

Furthermore,  there  is  no  question 
that  the  functions  of  the  Bureau  of  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  are  much  closer  to 
those  of  the  Department  of  Labor  than 
to  those  of  the  Federal  Security  Agency. 
This  was  clearly  demonstrated  by  the 
Brookings  Institution  task  force  report 
and  by  the  Report  of  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission. 

The  Hoover  Commission,  adopting  the 
findings  of  the  Brookings  Institution — 
task  force  report  on  public  welfare, 
appendix  P,  pages  440-442 — concluded 
that: 

Employment  offices  and  unemployment 
compensation  are  more  closely  related  to 
each  other  than  to  retirement  or  old-age  as¬ 
sistance  or  educational  programs.  Both  are 
Federal-State  programs  dealing  with  labor 
force  conditions  and  labor-management  re¬ 
lations.  These  programs  have  close  operat¬ 
ing  relationships  with  other  employment  and 
labor  functions  in  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor — with  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics, 
Women’s  Bureau,  the  Bureau  of  Apprentice¬ 
ship,  Wage  and  Hour  Division,  the  Bureau 
of  Labor  Standards,  and  the  Bureau  of  Vet¬ 
erans’  Reemployment  Rights.  Personnel  for 
these  functions  all  acquire  the  same  basic 
training  in  labor  and  employee  relations 
problems. 

The  States  themselves  either  place  em¬ 
ployment  security  in  an  industrial  commis¬ 
sion  or  labor  department,  in  a  department 
with  other  labor  functions,  or  organize  them 
independently.  In  no  State  are  they  merged 
with  health,  education,  or  welfare.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  more  and  more  States  are  rewarding 
employers  with  good  “experience”  ratings 
in  providing  stable  employment.  This  type 
of  activity  ties  in  directly  with  the  kind  of 
research  and  planning  performed  by  the 
State  labor  agencies  and  by  the  Department 
of  Labor,  particularly  that  of  its  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics.  (Report  on  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  pp.  13-14.) 

In  view  of  the  findings  of  the  Brook¬ 
ings  Institution  task  force,  what  is  the 
opposition  to  this  plan,  Mr.  President? 
The  report  states  (Rept.  No.  852,  p.  7) 
that  the  opposition — 
was  concerned  chiefly  with  widespread  em¬ 
ployer  distrust  of  the  ability  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  to  operate  either  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  or  the  Employ¬ 
ment  Compensation  Service  on  an  impartial 
public-service  basis. 

Although  I  am  sure  these  fears  are  real 
and  are  expressed  in  good  faith,  I  do  not 
believe  they  are  well-founded.  I  take 
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that  position  for  reasons  which  I  have 
already  set  forth  in  the  course  of  my 
remarks.  Against  these  fears  can  be 
balancing  some  quite  convincing  facts. 
The  Secretary  of  Labor  testified  before 
the  committee  that — 

During  the  24  years  when  the  Employment 
Service  was  in  the  Department  of  Labor 
employers  did  use  it  and  on  a  constantly 
increasing  scale.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  em¬ 
ployers  used  the  Employment  Service  more, 
as  shown  by  job  orders  and  placements  in 
the  official  records  of  the  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice  in  the  years  1945  to  1948  when  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  was  in  the  Department  of 
Labor,  than  at  any  other  peacetime  year 
since  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  was  enacted  in 
1933. 

No  one  was  able  to  refute  that  state¬ 
ment. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Hoover  testified  before 
the  committee  on  this  subj  ect.  He  stated : 

I  do  not  believe  that  an  employer  ought 
to  have  any  less  confidence  in  the  objec¬ 
tivity  of  the  Labor  Department  than  the 
Federal  Security  Agency.  If  there  is  such 
criticism  the  employer  ought  to  realize  that 
these  bureaus  placed  in  the  Labor  Depart¬ 
ment  will  be  under  the  more  vivid  search¬ 
light  of  public  opinion  than  in  the  Federal 
Security  Agency,  whose  major  purposes  are 
not  related  to  the  subject. 

My  own  view  is  that  both  sides  would  be 
better  protected. 

Mr.  President,  I  agree  with  that  ap¬ 
praisal  of  the  situation  by  Mr.  Hoover. 

The  report  also  notes  (Rept.  No.  852, 
p.  7)  that  witnesses  alleged  that  trans¬ 
fer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity  to  the  Labor  Department  would  re¬ 
sult  in  eventual  abolition  of  the  experi¬ 
ence-rating  system,  under  which  employ¬ 
ers  may  receive  reduction  in  their  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  tax  rates  if  they 
achieve  consistent  employment  records. 
Against  these  allegations  must  be  weighed 
certain  facts.  First,  the  experience -rat¬ 
ing  system  was  created  by  Federal  and 
State  statutes.  Only  the  Congress  and 
the  States  can  change  or  abolish  experi¬ 
ence-rating  systems.  Second,  under  the 
Federal  Unemployment  Tax  Act,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  program  is  limited  in 
the  exercise  of  his  judgment  to  approv¬ 
ing  State  statutes  pertaining  to  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation,  including  experi¬ 
ence-rating  systems.  He  has  quite  nar¬ 
row  discretion,  as  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
admitted.  Third,  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
testified  that  he  has  aii  open  mind  on 
the  question  of  experience  rating,  and 
does  not  know  what  he  would  recommend 
to  the  Congress  if  he  were  asked.  But 
a  recommendation  to  Congress  and  action 
by  Congress  would  be  required.  That 
is  the  point  I  wish  to  drive  home  in  regard 
to  the  matter  of  experience  ratings. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  this  point? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  like  to  conclude 
my  remarks,  and  then  I  shall  yield.  I 
wish  to  keep  within  the  time  allotted  to 
me. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  told  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  he  would  consider  very  care¬ 
fully  the  advice  of  the  Federal  Advisory 
Council  on  this  subject.  No  one  denied 
the  Secretary’s  statement  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency,  on  the  other  hand, 
has  advocated  the  abolition  of  the 
system.  Those  who  wish  to  see  the 


experience  rating  system  retained  con¬ 
sequently  have  nothing  to  lose  by  the 
transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  to  the  Labor  Department. 

There  were  also  allegations  that  the 
plan  would  not  achieve  economies  but 
would  increase  costs.  This  was  denied 
by  the  Federal  officials  affected  and  by  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  who 
assured  the  committee  that  there  would 
be  no  increase  in  costs  for  the  same  work¬ 
load.  I  have  no  facts  on  which  to  base 
a  contrary  judgment.  Nor  do  I  have 
any  reason  to  believe  one  is  warranted. 
In  fact,  the  Brookings  Institution  con¬ 
cluded  that'  by  reason  of  the  transfer 
economies  might  be  made  with  respect 
to  employment  statistics  and  employ¬ 
ment  outlook  work — Task  Force  Re¬ 
port,  Appendix  P,  pages  20,  413.  Mr. 
Hoover,  in  testifying  before  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Departments,  said: 

I  have  the  faith  that  this  Bureau  placed 
in  the  Department  of  Labor  and  associated 
with  men  who  are  familiar  with  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  labor,  will  get  more  economical  han¬ 
dling  than  it  will  be  as  a  sort  of  an  orphan 
in  the  Social  Security,  where  there  are  other 
and  much  more  dominant  activities. 

I  think  that  was  a  very  clear  statement 
of  the  situation. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  not  been  con¬ 
vinced  by  the  arguments  against  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  2.  In  my  opinion 
there  is  no  sound  basis  for  rejecting  a 
plan  so  clearly  implementing  a  logical 
and  well-considered  recommendation  of 
the  Hoover  Commission. 

I  have  carefully  considered  the  ob¬ 
jections  of  those  employers  who  have 
expressed  fears  respecting  the  proposed 
transfer  of  the  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security  to  the  Department  of  Labor.  I 
honestly  believe  their  fears  are,  and  will 
be  proved,  unfounded.  In  this  respect  I 
do  not  stand  alone.  Mr.  Truman,  Mr. 
Hoover,  the  other  distinguished  members 
of  the  Hoover  Commission,  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  the  able  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas,  and  the  great  majority  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  including  Members 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  share  this  view. 
I  feel  sure  it  is  also  shared  by  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Senators.  I  shall  expect  the 
Department  of  Labor  to  justify  the  con¬ 
fidence  we  are  reposing  in  it. 

I  am  satisfied  further  there  is  no  basis 
for  the  fear  that  the  experience-rating 
system  will  be  damaged  by  this  transfer. 
In  regard  to  this  point,  I  think  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  again  has  the  obli¬ 
gation  of  justifying  the  confidence  we 
are  reposing  in  it.  I  take  it  for  granted 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  will  read  the  argu¬ 
ments  which  have  been  made  in  the 
course  of  the  debate  in  connection  with 
the  experience-rating  issue,  and  I  am 
satisfied  that  on  the  basis  of  the  testi¬ 
mony  and  the  attitude  taken  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  at  the  time  he  appeared 
before  the  committee  we  are  justified  in 
the  confidence  that  he  will  not  make  any 
recommendations  in  regard  to  the  ex¬ 
perience  rating  with  out  full  disclosure 
of  the  pros  and  cons.  It  will  then  be 
the  obligation  of  the  Congress  to  take 
such  action  in  respect  to  experience  rat¬ 
ings  as  it  believes  the  record  at  that  time 
justifies. 


I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  would  like  to  ask  the  able 
Senator  from  Oregon  whether  he  does 
not  realize  that  under  the  interpretation 
of  the  term  “other  factors,”  found  in 
section  1602,  subdivision  (a)  (1),  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  administrating  agency  could 
almost  wipe  out — perhaps  not  com¬ 
pletely — experience  rating  in  any  State 
of  the  Union? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  not  studied  that 
legal  point  in  as  much  detail  as  I  shall 
before  rendering  a  judgment  on  that 
point  of  law.  However,  I  am  inclined  to 
think  that  broad  discretion  does  exist 
under  the  existing  law. 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  exactly  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  And  as  the  Senator  from 
New  York  knows,  the  present  Adminis¬ 
trator  has  already  expressed  opposition 
to  the  experience  rating. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  pointed  that  out  in  his  remarks  this 
morning.  But  the  Senator  from  New 
York  would  like  to  ask  the  able  Senator 
from  Oregon  whether  he  does  not  appre¬ 
ciate  that  that  is  the  situation,  under 
that  particular  section  of  the  law? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  deny  that  if 
some  Administrator  wanted  to  exercise 
such  an  arbitrary  discretion,  he  might 
have  authority  to  exercise  it,  but  I  am 
not  positive  on  that  point  as  a  matter  of 
law.  But  if  some  administrator  did  ex¬ 
ercise  such  discretion  as  the  Senator 
from  New  York  fears,  I  think  he  would 
very  quickly  find  himself  up  against  a 
congressional  check. 

Mr.  IVES.  There  would  be  no  con¬ 
gressional  check,  unless  we  were  success¬ 
ful  in  obtaining  passage  of  a  bill. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  think  there  is 
any  question  about  our  proceeding  to 
take  action  if  he  exercised  such  arbi¬ 
trary  discretion. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  question  might  re¬ 
main  as  to  the  determination  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  that  instance.  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  himself  will  readily  recognize  that 
those  matters  are  very  controversial. 
We  know  the  condition  we  are  in  at  the 
present  time,  for  instance,  with  respect 
to  our  calendar.  A  tremendous  amount 
of  damage  might  easily  be  done  before 
any  action  at  all  could  be  taken  by  the 
Congress. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  do  not  see  that  the 
argument  advanced  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York  is  an  argument  against  plan 
No.  2.  His  suggestion  has  to  do  with  a 
power  that  he  alleges  presently  exists  in 
the  hands  of  the  present  Administrator, 
and  which  he  fears  the  Administrator 
might  exercise  at  some  time.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  ought  to  introduce 
a  bill  checking  that  discretion  but  not 
oppose  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  would  like  to  point  out 
that  the  present  Administrator,  though 
he  has  the  authority,  has  not  exercised 
it.  But  that  does  not  mean  that  some 
Administrator  in  some  other  agency  of 
the  Government  might  not  desire  to  do 
so,  and  might  not  dare  to  do  so. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Or  that  the  present  Ad¬ 
ministrator  might  not  do  it. 
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Mr.  IVES.  That  is  absolutely  correct. 
There  can  be  no  argument  about  it.  The 
fact  still  remains  that,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  a  large  portion  of  the  small- 
business  men  of  the  country — I  am  not 
talking  about  the  big  fellows;  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  little  fellows — are  definitely 
worried  because  they  do  not  know  what 
the  attitude  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
may  be  regarding  the  matter.  They  feel 
reasonably  certain  as  to  what  may  hap¬ 
pen,  so  far  as  the  present  agency,  the 
Federal  Security  Agency,  is  concerned. 
Perhaps  their  idea  is  not  justified  in 
either  instance,  but  that  is  the  way  they 
feel. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  the  greatest  re¬ 
spect  for  the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York  on  all  issues,  including  this 
one.  I  completely  disagree  with  him 
that  the  argument  he  has  advanced  is 
a  good  argument  for  voting  against  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2.  It  is  a  good 
argument  in  favor  of  the  introduction  by 
the  Senator  from  New  York  of  a  bill 
which  would  meet  the  problem  which 
concerns  him  so  much.  But  I  respect¬ 
fully  say  that  he  should  not  oppose  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2,  because  he  fears 
that,  at  some  time  in  the  future,  some¬ 
body  might  do  something  he  wishes  the 
law  would  make  it  impossible  for  him 
to  do. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  would  like  to  point  out — 
and  this  is  where  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  does  not  understand  the  attitude 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York — that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  does  not  have 
this  fear.  But  the  Senator  from  New 
York  recognizes  that  the  fear  does  exist, 
and  it  should  be  taken  into  consideration 
in  this  instance. 

Mr.  MORSE.  No;  I  understand  the 
Senator’s  argument.  I  simply  do  not 
think  it  is  applicable  to  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2.  It  is  applicable  to  the  need 
for  passing  a  bill  which  would  prevent 
the  accomplishment  of  the  thing  feared, 
which  the  Senator  has  pointed  out  to 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  IVES.  What  would  prevent  the 
administering  agency  from  withholding 
administrative  funds?  That  is  where  he 
would  exercise  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  argument.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a 
very  good  one  in  opposition  to  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  2.  We  have  plenty  of 
checks  on  the  use  of  funds  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  and  if  he  followed  the  course 
last  suggested  by  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  I  am  sure  our  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  would  take  the  matter  up  with 
the  Administrator  when  he  next  came 
before  the  committee  for  a  new  appro¬ 
priation. 

TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  „THE 
FISCAL  YEAR  1950 

Mr.^lMfcKELLAR.  Mr.  Resident,  will 
the  SenatoN^om  OregQjarfield  to  me  for 
a  moment? 

The  PRESipiNGkwOFFICER.  The 
time  of  th^^enator  Oregon  has 

expired^ 

JMPHREY.  Mr.  Presfttetjt,  in 
ler  to  clarify  the  situation,  I  believe 


le  distinguished  leader  of  the  oppose 
to  the  plan  is  willing  to  yield  a  f 
ites  to  an  advocate  of  it. 

McCLELLAN.  Mr.  Presided,  if 
Senator  from  Oregon  yl  shes 
le,  I  am  glad  to  yield  tm  e  to 


Then  I  yield  to^  the  Sen- 


smith,  Maine 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Sparkman. 

Stennis 

Taft 

Taylor 


Thomas,  Okla. 

Thomas,  Utah 

Thye 

Tydings 

Vandenberg 

Watkins 


Wherry 

Wiley 

Williams 

Withers 

Young 


Is  there 
nsidera- 


more 
him. 

Mr.  M&R 
ator  fromV 
Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  /President, 
from  the  ®ommittee  on  Appropriations, 
I  report  farorably,  without/ amendment, 
House  JointVtesolution  229,  which  has 
been  passed  ot  the  Housp,  making  tem¬ 
porary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950.  The  joint  resolution  would  per¬ 
mit  the  payment  of /Government  em¬ 
ployees  until  Sani^mber  15.  I  ask 
unanimous  consenV  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  tbAjoint  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING/  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  /dll  betread  by  title,  for 
the  information'  of  the\senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  Anoint  resolution 
(H.  J.  Res.  339)  amending  an  act  mak¬ 
ing  tempora/y  appropriations  for  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  1950,  as  amended,  and  for  other 
purposes./  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICEI 
objection  to  the  immediate 
tion  of/the  joint  resolution?  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  tlffe  joint 
resolution  was  considered,  orderee^  to  a’ 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time\and 
passed. 

/Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President/  I 
raank  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  very  mucr 
indeed.  ^ 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2,  1949- 

TRANSFERRING  THE  BUREAU  OF  EM¬ 
PLOYMENT  SECURITY 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  151)  disapprov¬ 
ing  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  of  1949. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Stennis  in  the  chair) .  As  the  Chair 
understands,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
has  further  time  at  his  disposal. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  care  to 
take  any  further  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum  is  suggested.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  hour  of  5  o’clock  having  arrived, 
the  Senate  will  proceed  to  vote  on  Senate 
Resolution  151.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  resolution,  jwhich  reads: 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor 
the  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  transmitted 
to  Congress  by  the  President  on  June  20, 
1949. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  is 
it  not  a  fact  that  a  vote  “nay”  on  the 
resolution  is  in  substance  a  vote  in  sup¬ 
port  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  roll  was  called. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper],  who 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  pub¬ 
lic  business,  is  paired  on  this  vote  with 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  ReedI. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Florida  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  would  vote  “yea.” 

I  announce  further  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  McGrath],  who  is  absent  on 
public  business,  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate,  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Butler],  who  is  absent  by 
leave  of  the  Senate.  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Vermont  would 
vote  “nay”  and  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster]  is  necessarily  absent.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey]  is 
absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed], 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  is 
paired  with  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Pepper].  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  would  vote 


The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names; 

Anderson  Graham  Lucas 

Baldwin  Green  McCarran 

Bricker  Gurney  McCarthy 

“yea”  and  the  Senator 
would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was — yeas 
follows : 

YEAS— 32 

from  Florids 

32,  nays  57,  a 

Bridges 

Hayden 

McClellan 

Bricker 

George 

Milllkin 

Byrd 

Hendrickson 

McFarland 

Bridges 

Gurney 

Mundt 

Cain 

Hickenlooper 

McKellar 

Byrd 

Hendrickson 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Hill 

McMahon 

Cain 

Hickenlooper 

Saltonstall 

Chapman 

Hoey 

Magnuson 

Capehart 

Hoey 

Schoeppel 

Chavez 

Holland 

Malone 

Cordon 

Ives 

Stennis 

Connally 

Humphrey 

Martin 

Donnell 

Jenner 

Taft 

Cordon 

Hunt 

Maybank 

Dulles 

Kem 

Vandenberg 

Donnell 

Ives 

Miller 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

Wherry 

Douglas 

Downey 

Dulles 

Eastland 

Jenner 

Johnson,  Colo. 
Johnson,  Tex. 
Johnston,  S.  C. 

MUlikin 

Morse  . 

Mundt 

Murray 

Ecton 

Fulbright 

McClellan 

Martin 

NAYS— 57 

Wiley 

Ecton 

Kefauver 

Myers 

Anderson 

Ferguson 

Holland 

Ellender 

Kem 

Neely 

Baldwin 

Flanders 

Humphrey 

Ferguson 

Kerr 

O’Conor 

Chapman 

Frear 

Hunt 

Flanders 

Kilgore 

O’Mahoney 

Chavez 

Gillette 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Frear 

Knowland 

Robertson 

Connally 

Graham 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Fulbright 

Danger 

Russell 

Douglas 

Green 

Johnston,  S.  C, 

George 

Lodge 

Saltonstall 

Downey 

Hayden 

Kefauver 

Gillette 

Long 

Schoeppel 

Ellender 

Hill 

Kerr 
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Kilgore 

Malone 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Knowland 

Maybank 

Sparkman 

Langer 

Miller 

Taylor 

Lodge 

Morse 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Long 

Murray 

Thomas,  Utah 

Lucas 

Myers 

Thye 

McCarran 

Neely 

Ty  dings 

McFarland 

O’Conor 

Watkins 

McKellar 

O’Mahoney 

Williams 

McMahon 

Russell 

Withers 

Magnuson 

Smith,  Maine 

Young 

NOT  VOTING- 

-7 

Aiken 

McGrath 

Tobey 

Brewster 

Pepper 

Butler 

Reed 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  are  32,  the  nays  are 
57,  and  the  resolution  is  not  agreed  to, 
not  having  reqeived  the  affirmative  vote 
of  a  majority  of  the  authorized  member¬ 
ship  of  the  Senate. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  7,  1949 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  order  entered  into  on  yesterday,  the 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate,  Senate  Res¬ 
olution  155  disapproving  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7  of  1949. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
resolution  (S.  Res.  155)  disapproving  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949,  which  is 
as  follows: 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949, 
transmitted  to  Congress  on  June  20,  1949, 
provided  for  the  transfer  of  the  Public  Roads 
Administration  to  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce;  and 

Whereas  there  was  subsequently  enacted 
the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  152),  ap¬ 
proved  June  30,  1949,  which  abolished  the 
Federal  Works  Agency  and  transferred  all 
of  its  functions  to  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services,  and  which  changed  the  name 
of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  transferred  all 
of  its  functions  to  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services;  and 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  thus 
purports  to  affect  agencies  which  do  not  in 
fact  exist;  and 

Whereas  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  109)  provides, 
in  substance,  that  any  statute  enacted  in 
respect  of  any  agency  or  function  affected  by 
a  reorganization  plan,  before  the  effective 
date  of  such  reorganization,  shall  have  the 
same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not 
been  made;  and 

Whereas  all  doubt  should  be  removed  as  to 
whether  the  above-cited  statute  has  made 
such  reorganization  plan  ineffective;  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor 
the  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  transmitted 
to  Congress  by  the  President  on  June  20, 
1949. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  previously  en¬ 
tered  into,  Senate  Resolution  155  is  now 
being  considered  by  the  Senate.  Will 
the  Chair  please  make  a  statement  re¬ 
specting  the  division  of  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  order  previously  entered  into  debate 
is  limited  to  1  hour.  -  The  time  is  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  for  the  proponents  of  the  reso¬ 
lution,  and  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  for  the  oppo¬ 
nents.  Under  the  law  the  time  is  equally 
divided.  It  is  now  12  minutes  after  5 
o’clock,  so  debate  will  continue  until  12 
minutes  after  6. 


Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mitted  Senate  Resolution  155  because  I 
became  firmly  convinced  that  an  act  of 
Congress  has  superseded  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan,  and  that  if  the  reorganization 
plan  is  not  rejected  there  will  be  very 
grave  confusion  as  to  the  state  of  the 
law. 

I  should  like  first  to  discuss  the  facts. 
The  Congressional  Directory  shows  that 
each  of  27  Members  of  the  Senate  has 
served  as  governor  of  his  State.  I  am 
sure  all  of  them  will  confirm  a  statement 
of  facts  which  I  shall  now  make. 

First,  that  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  is  an  important,  if  not  the  most 
important  public-works  agency  in  any 
State. 

Second,  that  the  27  Senators  are  all 
intimately  acquainted  with  the  fact  of 
the  close  relationship  between  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  State 
highway  departments.  That  Bureau 
supervises  all  the  Federal-aid  projects  in 
each  State.  That  is  to  say,  if  a  State 
submits  a  Federal-aid  project,  it  must 
be  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  before  the  work  can  begin,  and 
then,  in  order  for  the  State  to  obtain  its 
share  of  Federal  aid,  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  must  again  approve  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project  according  to  the 
plans. 

Many  of  the  former  governors  know  of 
their  own  knowledge  that  in  their  States 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  actually  con¬ 
structs  roads  within  national  parks  and 
in  the  national  forests.  They  under¬ 
stand,  therefore,  that  it  is  in  truth  and 
in  fact  a  construction  agency. 

What  happened  with  respect  to  the 
particular  problem  we  have  before  us  is 
this:  The  Commission  on  Organization 
of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  appointed  two  task  forces,  one  on 
transportation  and  one  on  public  works. 
The  task  force  on  transportation  recom¬ 
mended  a  Department  of  Transportation 
in  the  following  language: 

A  Department  of  Transportation  should  be 
established  to  consolidate  Government  ex¬ 
penditure,  programing,  and  operating  func¬ 
tions  into  a  single  executive  agency. 

Then  it  recommended  that  the  Office 
of  Highway  Transportation  be  created. 
This  Office  should  carry  out  the  Federal 
aid  highway  program,  all  Federal  high¬ 
way  promotional  activities,  safety  activi¬ 
ties  involving  interstate  motor  carriers, 
and  the  maintenance  of  a  motor  vehicle 
inventory  and  war  requirement  esti¬ 
mates. 

It  further  recommended: 

(a)  Federal  aid  activities  would  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Public  Roads  Administration, 
Federal  Works  Agency. 

The  other  task  force,  headed  by  Robert 
Moses,  of  New  York,  a  very  eminent  en¬ 
gineer,  recommended  that  a  Department 
of  Public  Works  be  created,  and  that  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  be  transferred  to 
that  Department. 

The  Commission  in  its  report  on  re¬ 
organization  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce,  rejected  the  recommendations  of 
both  the  above  task  forces  as  to  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  either  a  Department  of 
Transportation  or  a  Department  of  Pub¬ 


lic  Works,  and  instead  made  the  follow¬ 
ing  recommendation  as  to  the  Public 
Roads  Administration: 

The  Public  Roads  Administration  should 
be  transferred  from  the  Federal  Works  Agen¬ 
cy  to  the  Department. 

The  report  in  which  the  foregoing  rec¬ 
ommendation  is  made  does  not  contain 
any  specific  data  in  support  of  the  rec¬ 
ommendation.  I  am  convinced  that  it 
is  based  upon  the  fundamental  fallacy 
that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  is  a 
transportation  agency  rather  than  a  con¬ 
struction  agency. 

One  does  not  have  to  look  in  the  dic¬ 
tionary  to  know  that  “transportation” 
means  the  movement  of  things  from  one 
place  to  another.  They  can  move  by  air, 
they  can  move  by  water,  they  can  move 
over  the  land.  If  it  were  water  trans¬ 
portation,  a  barge  carrying  goods  could 
be  engaged  in  transportation.  If  it  were 
desired  to  regulate  the  river  so  that  the 
barge  could  navigate  it  during  all  sea¬ 
sons  of  the  year,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
could  build  a  great  dam  at  the  head¬ 
waters  and  conserve  the  floods  so  as  to 
equate  the  flow  or  confine  it  to  its  banks 
by  levees.  But  that  would  be  construc¬ 
tion.  It  would  not  be  transportation. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads.  It  provides  a  surface  over 
which  transportation  may  be  carried, 
but  does  not  engage  in  transportation 
itself.  It  is  an  engineering  organization 
which  determines  what  kind  of  road 
should  be  had,  where  the  road  should 
be  located,  the  degree  of  curvature,  the 
kind  of  surface,  and  many  kindred  ques¬ 
tions.  That  is  construction.  In  my 
judgment  Mr.  Moses  and  his  task  force 
were  correct  in  assigning  that  work  to 
a  proposed  works  agency. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Can  the  Senator  con¬ 
ceive  of  any  activity  which  is  delegated 
by  law  to  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
or  which  is  engaged  in  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  by  virtue  of  any  pow¬ 
er  delegated  to  it,  which  in  any  wise  is 
so  connected  with,  associated  with,  or 
has  any  relation  to  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  as  to  permit  of  any  integra¬ 
tion,  combination,  or  cooperation  which 
would  make  for  economy  or  efficiency  in 
connection  with  the  sort  of  transfer  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  plan? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  cannot  conceive  of 
any  such  arrangement  having  that  ef¬ 
fect.  Furthermore,  the  message  trans¬ 
mitting  this  plan  frankly  confesses  that 
it  will  not  result  in  economy,  which  is 
one  of  the  great  objectives  of  the  Hoover 
Commission. 

Having  this  doubt,  I  asked  the  Legis¬ 
lative  Reference  Service  of  the  Senate 
to  look  into  the  law  on  this  question.  I 
have  great  confidence  in  that  Service. 
What  stuck  me  more  than  anything  else 
was  Mr.  Boots’  comment  on  section  9  of 
the  Reorganization  Act.  Section  9  (a) 
(1)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949 
reads  as  follows: 

(1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued, 
granted,  or  performed  in  respect  of  or  by  any 
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agency  or  function  affected  by  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  be¬ 
fore  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization, 
shall,  except  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modi¬ 
fied,  superseded,  or  made  inapplicable  by  or 
under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition 
of  a  function,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such 
reorganization  had  not  been  made;  but  where 
any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action 
has  vested  the  functions  in  the  agency  from 
which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such 
function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised 
after  the  plan  becomes  effective,  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the 
function  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

Mr.  Boots’  comment  is  as  follows : 

While  this  provision  is  hedged  about  by  a 
great  deal  of  verbiage  it  would  appear  that  it 
was  designed  to  anticipate  the  case  where, 
following  the  submission  of  a  reorganization 
plan,  Congress  acted  with  respect  to  the 
agency  or  function  affected  in  a  manner  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  plan,  and  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  that  in  that  situation  the  statute  would 
have  the  same  effect  as  if  the  reorganization 
had  not  been  made. 

What  actually  happened  was  that  at 
the  time  this  reorganization  plan  was 
submitted  the  House  of  Representatives 
had  passed  a  bill  creating  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administration  Services, 
abolished  the  Public  Works  Administra¬ 
tion,  transferred  the  Public  Roads  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  the  new  agency  created 
by  law,  and  changed  its  name  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  That  is  the 
situation  with  which  we  are  faced  today. 

I  have  very  carefully  read  an  opinion 
by  Mr.  Peyton  Ford,  Acting  Attorney 
General,  which  was  printed  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  yesterday,  and  I 
should  like  to  submit  some  comments  to 
the  65  lawyers  in  the  Senate,  who  should 
be  able  to  pass  upon  this  question. 

I  have  read  the  opinion  of  the  Acting 
Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  and  effectiveness  of  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  7  of  1949.  It  has  not 
changed  my  opinion  that  this  plan  will 
not  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of  60 
days  following  its  submission. 

The  Acting  Attorney  General  lays 
great  stress  on  the  references  in  the 
President’s  message  to  the  then  pending 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949  and  particularly  the 
President’s  reasons  for  including  in  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  plan  the  statement  that 
the  provisions  of  this  reorganization 
plan  shall  become  effective  notwith¬ 
standing  the  status  of  the  Public  Roads 
Administration  within  the  Federal 
Works  Agency  or  within  any  other 
agency  immediately  prior  to  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  reorganization  plan. 

Leaving  out  of  consideration  the  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  whether  Presidential  messages 
make  the  law,  and  particularly  whether 
messages  transmitting  reorganization 
plans  are — as  stated  by  the  Acting  At¬ 
torney  General — an  integral  part  of 
the  plan,  it  would  seem  that  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  the  Acting  Attorney  General 
serves  to  emphasize  the  strength  of  the 
opposing  argument  which  he  is  attempt¬ 
ing  to  meet.  That  is,  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  plan  before  it,  and  in  the  same 
document  the  President's  message — al¬ 
though  I  would  not  regard  it  as  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  thereof — the  Congress  saw 
fit  to  transfer  the  Public  Roads  Admin¬ 


istration  to  an  agency  wholly  different 
from  the  agency  to  which  it  is  trans¬ 
ferred  under  the  plan.  Every  Senator 
knows  that  it  is  an  elemental  rule  of 
statutory  construction  that  where  there 
is  a  conflict  between  two  acts  of  Con¬ 
gress  the  most  recently  enacted  statute 
takes  precedence.  It  is  so  elemental 
that  one  Congress  cannot  bind  another 
Congress  that  it  hardly  seems  worth 
mentioning.  How,  then,  can  anyone 
argue  that  a  reorganization  plan  and  its 
accompanying  message  transmitted  by 
the  President  to  the  Congress  can  take 
precedence  over  a  subsequently  enacted 
act  of  Congress,  approved  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  which  is  totally  inconsistent  with 
such  plan? 

That  is  exactly  what  happened  here. 
The  plan  was  submitted  on  the  20th  of 
June,  and  on  the  30th  of  June  the  new 
law  went  into  effect. 

With  reference  to  the  suggestion  that 
the  plan  seeks  to  transfer  from  the  non¬ 
existent  agency,  the  Federal  Works 
Agency,  another  nonexistent  agency,  the 
Public  Roads  Administration,  the  Acting 
Attorney  General  suggests  that  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  deals  primarily  with 
functions  and  only  secondarily  with  the 
transfer  or  abolition  of  agencies,  and 
then  goes  on  to  point  out  that  what  is 
contemplated  by  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
7  is  the  transfer  of  certain  functions 
which  at  all  times  have  remained  in  exis¬ 
tence.  I  hesitate  to  say  that  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  deals  only  secondarily 
with  the  transfer  or  abolition  of  agencies. 
But  in  any  event  the  fact  remains  that 
the  plan  transmitted  to  the  Congress  is 
not  the  plan  that  would  be  in  effect  upon 
the  expiration  of  60  days  if  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  the  Acting  Attorney  General  is 
correct.  A  plan  to  transfer  an  agency 
from  the  Federal  Works  Agency  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce  is  not  a  plan  to 
transfer  that  agency  from  the  General 
Services  Agency  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  any  general  statement  in  the 
plan  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Congress  is  entitled  to  60  days’  consid¬ 
eration  of  any  plan  transmitted  to  it, 
and  the  same  considerations  that  might 
move  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  a 
plan  to  transfer  the  Public  Roads  Ad¬ 
ministration  from  the  Federal  Works 
Agency  to  the  Department  of  Commerce 
might  not  be  effective  with  respect  to  a 
transfer  from  the  General  Services 
Agency. 

I  should  be  interested  to  know  what 
the  conclusion  of  the  Acting  Attorney 
General  would  be  if  instead  of  transfer¬ 
ring  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to 
the  General  Services  Agency,  the  statute, 
Public  Law  152,  had  split  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  and  transferred 
part  of  it  to  the  General  Services  Agency, 
part  of  it  to  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  and  part  of  it  to  the  Department 
of  Commerce.  Could  it  be  contended 
that  the  general  statement  in  section  4 
of  the  reorganization  plan  would  have  the 
effect  of  gathering  up  these  component 
parts  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
and  bringing  them  together  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  when  Congress 
had  clearly  indicated  that  it  wanted  only 
one  segment  of  the  agency  in  that  de¬ 
partment? 


The  Acting  Attorney  General  refers  to 
the  suggestion  that  section  9  (a)  (1)  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  prevents 
the  taking  effect  of  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  7  as  based  on  an  obvious  misconstruc¬ 
tion  of  that  section.  He  points  out  that 
section  9  (a)  (1)  is  clearly  intended  as 
a  saving  provision,  designed  to  keep  sub¬ 
stantive  authority  and  functions  alive 
despite  the  fact  that  the  power  to  exer¬ 
cise  is  transferred  by  the  reorganization 
plan.  Of  course,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
that  was  one  purpose,  perha,ps  the  prin¬ 
cipal  one,  of  section  9  (a)  (1).  But 
stripped  of  inapplicable  language,  the 
provision  states  unqualifiedly  that  any 
statute  enacted  in  respect  of  any  agency 
or  function  affected  by  a  reorganization 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  before 
the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization, 
shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  re¬ 
organization  had  not  been  made. 

In  this  connection  the  Acting  Attor¬ 
ney  General  also  refers  to  the  so-called 
Taft  amendment — section  5  (e)  of  the 
1945  Reorganization  Act — which  reads 
as  follows: 

(e)  If,  since  January  1,  1945,  Congress 
has  by  law  established  the  status  of  any 
agency  in  relation  to  other  agencies  or  trans¬ 
ferred  any  function  to  any  agency,  no  re¬ 
organization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no 
reorganization  under  this  act  shall  have 
the  effect  of,  changing  the  status  of  such 
agency  in  relation  to  other  agencies  or  of 
abolishing  any  such  transferred  function  or 
providing  for  its  exercise  by  or  under  the 
supervision  of  any  other  agency. 

He  states  that  this  section  in  the  1945 
act  clearly  restricts  the  power  of  the 
President  to  submit  a  plan  which  would 
have  the  effect  of  undoing  recent  con¬ 
gressional  action  and  points  out  that  no 
such  provision  is  contained  in  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  of  1949.  Of  course,  a 
reading  of  section  5  (e)  indicates  that 
it  has  much  broader  application  than 
the  Acting  Attorney  General  intimates. 
The  1945  act  was  approved  December 
20,  1945;  and  thus  section  5  (e)  would 
prevent  the  President  from  changing  the 
status  of  any  agency  if  since  January 
1,  1945,  Congress  had  established  the 
status  of  that  agency  with  relation  to 
other  agencies  or  transferred  any  func¬ 
tion  to  any  agency.  Moreover,  this  sec¬ 
tion  was  inserted  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  and  I  do  not  recall  that  the  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  whether  it  might  cover  a  part 
of  the  field  encompassed  in  section  9  (a) 
(1)  of  the  1949  act  was  analyzed  or 
even  debated.  The  1945  act  contained 
a  similar  provision. 

The  opinion  under  consideration  also 
suggests  that  to  reach  a  result  adverse 
to  the  effectiveness  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7  would  require  a  conclusion 
that  the  action  of  Congress  in  passing 
the  Federal  Property  Act  of  1949,  in 
effect  repealed  the  authority  given  to 
the  President  under  the  Reorganization 
Act,  and  suggests  that  implied  repeals 
are  not  favored.  However,  on  the  other 
side  of  the  picture,  to  reach  a  contrary 
conclusion  would  mean  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  had  done  a  vain  thing  when  it 
passed  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  any  such  action  should  be 
attributed  to  the  Congress  in  the  absence 
of  specific  evidence  to  the  contrary. 
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Finally  the  opinion  suggests  that  there 
can  be  no  question  that  the  President 
the  day  after  signing  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  Act  could  have  submitted  a  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  undoing  the  transfers 
effected  by  that  act  and  the  Congress 
would  then  have  had  60  days  within 
which  to  consider  whether  or  not  to  dis¬ 
approve  such  a  proposal.  It  would  seem 
that  if  the  President  wished  to  effect  this 
transfer  that  is  just  the  action  that  he 
should  have  taken. 

Since  I  have  argued  that  plan  No.  7 
would  not  take  effect  even  though  the 
Senate  or  the  House  fail  to  pass  a  reso¬ 
lution  of  disapproval  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  60-day  period  after 
transmittal  of  such  plan,  Senators 
might  logically  ask  me  why  I  propose  a 
resolution  of  disapproval.  My  answer 
to  any  such  query  is  that  I  recognize  that 
a  forceful  legal  argument  may  be  made 
on  both  sides  of  the  question. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  If  this  whole  order  is 
surplus  and  excess  verbiage,  why  would 
it  not  be  simpler  to  have  the  President 
withdraw  it? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  It  being  a  proposal  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Hoover  Commission,  I 
think  the  President  hesitated  to  with¬ 
draw  it  once  it  had  been  submitted  to 
Congress.  He  would  much  prefer  to  have 
Congress  determine  what  it  will  do  with 
it. 

That  situation  is  exactly  the  same,  as 
the  Senator  very  well  knows,  as  the  situa¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  reorganization 
plan  sent  to  Congress  in  connection  with 
the  Military  Establishment.  However,  in 
that  act  provision  was  made  that  the  act 
should  take  effect,  and  not  the  plan  sub¬ 
mitted.  But  that  language  was  not  in 
this  statute,  which  leaves  the  confusion 
which  I  have  been  discussing. 

While  I  personally  feel  that  in  view  of 
the  passage  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  time  plan  No.  7  was  trans¬ 
mitted  to  Congress,  the  plan  cannot  take 
effect,  I  accord  to  the  opinion  of  the  Act¬ 
ing  Attorney  General  the  respect  to 
which  it  is  entitled;  and  I  firmly  believe 
that  the  only  way  we  can  clarify  the  sit¬ 
uation  at  this  late  date  is  for  the  Senate 
to  adopt  this  resolution  of  disapproval. 
If  we  do  not  disapprove  the  resolution 
and  the  administration  attempts  to  make 
the  p'.an  effective  by  transferring  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  to  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  the  Government  will  have 
this  situation  confronting  them  in  the 
next  2  or  3  weeks. 

In  connection  with  the  acquisition 
through  condemnation  proceedings  for 
rights-of-way  for  Federal  highways,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  will  attempt  to 
make  the  basic  discretionary  finding 
which  is  a  statutory  prerequisite  to  the  in¬ 
stitution  of  the  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Did  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Arizona  to  say 
that  the  Acting  Attorney  General  was 


recommending  that  Congress  disapprove 
the  reorganization  plan? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  No;  I  said  the  Acting 
Attorney  General  was  recommending 
that  Congress  do  not  disapprove  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Then  how  does  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  harmonize  his  posi¬ 
tion  with  the  opinion  of  the  acting  at¬ 
torney  general? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  do  not.  I  disagree 
with  the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  from 
Arizona  disagrees  with  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  do. 

I  am  pointing  out  the  situation  we 
shall  be  in  if  nothing  is  done.  As  I  just 
said,  in  connection  with  the  acquisition 
through  condemnation  proceedings  for 
rights-of-way  for  Federal  highways,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  will  attempt  to 
make  the  basic  discretionary  finding 
which  is  a  statutory  prerequisite  to  the 
institution  of  the  condemnation  pro¬ 
ceedings.  If  not  in  that  case,  then  in 
the  next  this  authority  will  be  challenged 
by  the  private  land  owner  whose  property 
is  to  be  taken  under  such  condemnation 
proceedings.  Whether  the  courts  will 
feel  bound  by  the  action  of  the  Senate 
in  failing  to  disapprove  such  plan  is 
problematical.  If  the  courts  feel,  as  I 
do,  that  the  plan  has  no  legal  effect 
because  of  the  passage  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949,  the  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ing  will  be  dismissed,  and  a  chaotic  con¬ 
dition  will  be  created  which  we  have  now 
in  our  power  to  prevent.  Even  if  the 
lower  courts  were  to  hold  that  the  plan 
is  in  effect,  there  will  be  inevitable  ap¬ 
peals  in  higher  courts  until  the  question 
is  finally  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court 
after  a  long  period  of  litigation. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  wise  thing  to  do  is  for  the 
Senate  to  reject  this  plan.  Then  if  there¬ 
after  the  President  wishes  to  submit  a 
plan  which  is  not  complicated  by  the 
conflicting  legislation  which  applies  to 
this  plan,  the  Senate  can  agree  to  it. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr  CORDON.  Historically,  was  not 
the  whole  highway  policy,  adopted  many 
years  ago,  predicated  primarily  on  the 
necessity  for  an  interstate,  interconnect¬ 
ed  highway  system,  valuable  primarily 
for  national  defense? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  the  reason 
which  induced  President  Wilson  to  sign 
the  original  Federal  Highway  Act. 

Mr.  CORDON.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
if  we  were  going  to  examine  the  history 
of  the  national  hihgway  policy,  if  we  were 
going  to  consider  the  basis  upon  which 
the  major  arterial  highways  have  been 
designated  and  connected  and  construc¬ 
ted,  and  if  we  were  going  to  insist  upon 
the  transfer  to  some  department  of  what 
is  one  of  the  outstandingly  efficient  serv¬ 
ice  organizations  in  the  United  States 
Government,  it  should  properly  go  to  the 
Department  of  Defense,  should  it  not? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Or,  conversely,  if  the 
reasoning,  which  I  believe  to  be  fal¬ 
lacious,  upon  which  this  plan  is  based 
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is  correct,  then  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
since  it  has  just  as  much  to  do  with 
transportation  as  does  the  Public  Roads 
Administration,  should  also  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Exactly.  Would  it 
not  appear — as  I  think  the  Senator  has 
suggested — that  in  the  investigation 
made  by  the  so-called  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  inadequate  consideration  was  given 
by  the  transportation  section  of  that 
Commission  to  the  basic  authority  and 
duties  of  the  Public  Roads  Administra¬ 
tion  or,  as  it  was  formerly  known,  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  a  construction 
agency,  and  in  no  sense  a  transportation 
agency? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
is  to  be  divided  between  or  allotted  by 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden] 
and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan], 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  5  minutes 
of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  still  do  not  under¬ 
stand  why  the  President  does  not  with¬ 
draw  this  order,  if  it  is  merely  a  lot  of 
excess  verbiage.  If  it  is  excess  verbiage, 
it  seems  to  me  the  simple  thing  for  him 
to  do  is  to  withdraw  the  order,  and  not 
make  Congress  go  through  the  procedure 
of  voting  on  it. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  understand  that. 
But  if  the  President  did  that,  he  would 
do  two  things  which  he  does  not  want  to 
do :  First,  such  action  would  be  construed 
as  discrediting  the  Hoover  Commission’s 
recommendation. 

Mr.  LODGE.  How  could  that  be? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  to  say,  having 
issued  an  order  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  this  statute,  if  the  President  were  to 
withdraw  it  now  because  the  statute  had 
been  enacted  in  the  meantime,  that  ac¬ 
tion  could  be  construed  as  an  abandon¬ 
ment  of  the  project  by  the  President. 

The  other  reason  is  also  obvious;  The 
President  does  not  like  to  disregard  the 
advice  of  the  Acting  Attorney  General; 
and  the  Acting  Attorney  General  has — 
in  a  very  strained  way,  I  think — en¬ 
dorsed  the  proposal  that  the  plan,  not 
the  law,  be  in  effect. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  is  one  of  the  ablest 
and  most  lucid  Members  of  this  body; 
but  he  has  not  been  very  lucid  in  his 
reply  to  my  question,  because  I  do  not 
think  it  in  any  way  discredits  the 
Hoover  Commission  to  say  that  some 
event  which  has  occurred  subsequent  to 
the  time  when  the  Hoover  Commission 
made  its  recommendation,  makes  its  rec¬ 
ommendation  obsolete.  There  is  noth¬ 
ing  insulting  or  discrediting  about  that, 
and  I  cannot  believe  that  the  President 
has  such  a  mistaken  sense  of  loyalty  to¬ 
ward  his  Attorney  General,  or  Acting 
Attorney  General,  that  he  will  fail  to 
withdraw  something  that  is  obsolete  and 
that  is  excess  verbiage,  and  will  require 
us  to  go  through  all  this  procedure  and 
then  to  vote.  I  think  there  must  be 
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something  about  this  matter  that  does 
not  meet  the  eye. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  say  that  the  only  way 
to  remove  the  inconsistency  would  be  for 
the  President  to  withdraw  the  plan. 
Some  good  lawyer  told  me  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident  doubted  that  he  had  the  power  to 
withdraw  the  order. 

Mr.  LODGE.  We  find  good  lawyers  on 
all  sides  of  questions,  of  course. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield  5  minutes  of 
my  time  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  if  he  wishes  to  have  it. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  simply  wish  to  ask  a 
question.  Does  the  Public  Roads  Admin¬ 
istration  do  any  actual  construction,  ex¬ 
cept  in  public  parks? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Oh,  yes;  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  has  supervised  the 
construction  of  the  Inter-American 
Highway  through  Mexico  to  Panama.  It 
is  now  doing  work  for  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  in  Turkey  and  Greece.  It  super¬ 
vised  the  construction  of  the  Alaskan 
Highway  during  the  war. 

As  the  Senator  has  mentioned,  it  does, 
every  year,  subsantial  construction  in 
both  the  national  forests  and  the  na¬ 
tional  parks,  and  I  believe  it  does  some 
work  on  the  Indian  reservations. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  So  far  as  the  relation¬ 
ship  with  the  States  is  concerned,  the 
Public  Roads  Administration  does  not  do 
any  construction  work;  does  it? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  No;  the  theory  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act  from  the  beginning 
has  been  that  the  Federal  Government 
would  not  build  any  State  roads,  but  it 
would  aid  the  States.  The  original  act 
provided  that  unless  a  State  had  a  State 
highway  department — and  half  of  the 
States  did  not  have  such  departments  at 
that  time — it  could  not  get  the  benefit  of 
Federal  aid.  The  State  lets  the  con¬ 
tract;  it  lets  it  in  accordance  with  speci¬ 
fications  approved  in  advance  by  the 
Public  Roads  Administration.  Then  if 
the  State  builds  the  road  in  accordance 
with  those  specifications,  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  authorizes  the 
making  of  the  Federal  payment  to  the 
State  in  the  amount  due. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Assuming  that  this 
proposal  were  legal,  does  the  Senator  feel 
that  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
should  be  transferred  to  the  Department 
of  Commerce? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  do  not,  because,  as 
indicated  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
the  purpose  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  to  improve  commerce  and  trans¬ 
portation.  The  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  roads. 

My  contention  is  that  this  is  a  con¬ 
struction  agency,  not  a  transportation 
agency.  Therefore  it  does  not  belong  in 
the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  So  the  main  objec¬ 
tion  the  Senator  has  is  to  transferring 
the  roads  agency  from  where  it  is  now  to 
the  Department  of  Commerce.  Is  that 
correct? 


Mr.  HAYDEN.  Exactly  so. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Only  in  the  last  moment 
have  we  heard  anything  about  the  merits 
of  the  proposed  transfer.  There  may  be 
real,  good,  and  substantial  argument  as 
to  the  merits  of  the  proposed  transfer  of 
the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  under  this  re¬ 
organization  plan.  However,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona  has  devoted  practically 
all  his  time  to  a  discussion  of  the  legality 
of  the  proposed  transfer. 

I  certainly  believe  his  legal  argument 
is  unsound.  I  base  that  opinion  in  large 
part  on  the  opinion  of  the  Acting  At¬ 
torney  General,  addressed  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  which  appears  on  page  11793  of  the 
Congressional  Record  under  date  of 
Tuesday,  August  16. 

The  plan  was  forwarded  to  Congress 
on  June  20,  as  I  recall.  The  act  trans¬ 
ferring  the  functions  of  the  Federal 
Works  Agency,  including  the  Public 
Roads  Administration,  to  the  new  agency 
was  enacted  into  law  on  June  30,  some 
10  days  or  so  after  the  plan  was  sent 
to  us. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  bases  his 
legal  argument  on  two  premises,  and  I 
think  both  of  them  are  fully  and  com¬ 
pletely  unsound,  according  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Acting  Attorney  General. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  bases  his 
argument  on  the  assumption  that  by 
reason  of  the  abolition  of  the  Federal 
Works  Agency,  as  is  set  forth  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Acting  Attorney  General, 
nothing  remains  upon  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  can  exercise  his  power  of  reor¬ 
ganization. 

The  Attorney  General  says: 

This  assumption  is  untenable.  The  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1949,  as  was  the  case  with 
previous  reorganization  acts,  deals  primarily 
with  functions  and  only  secondarily  with  the 
transfer  or  abolition  of  agencies. 

What  is  contemplated  by  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7  is  the  transfer  of  certain  functions 
which  at  all  times  have  remained  in  exist¬ 
ence;  functions  which  were  not  in  their 
substance  affected  by  the  enactment  of  the 
Property  Act  of  1949.  Plan  No.  7  calls  for 
the  transfer  of  public-roads  functions  to 
the  Department  of  Commerce.  That  is  a 
result  which  can  actually  and  legally  be 
achieved  despite  the  enactment  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Property  Act. 

So  says  the  acting  Attorney  General. 
He  then  goes  on  in  his  opinion  to  answer 
the  second  objection  which  has  been 
raised  to  plan  No.  7.  He  states: 

A  second  objection  to  plan  No.  7  which 
has  oeen  raised  is  based  on  an  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  provisions  of  section  9  (a)  (1) 
of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  to  the 
effect  that  that  section  was  designed  to 
anticipate  the  case  where,  following  the 
submission  of  a  reorganization  plan,  the 
Congress  acted  with  respect  to  the  agency 
or  function  affected  in  a  manner  Inconsistent 
with  the  plan,  and  to  make  certain  that  in 
that  situation  the  statute  would  have  the 
same  effect  as  if  the  reorganization  had  not 
been  made. 

Mr.  President,  where  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  goes  far  afield  is,  I  think,  that 
he  forgets  that  in  the  original  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act  of  1945  there  was  also  another 
section,  called  section  5  (e).  If  that 
section  were  still  in  the  law,  the  Sena¬ 


tor’s  argument  might  then  be  a  valid 
one,  because  section  5  (a)  of  the  1945 
act  provided: 

If,  since  January  1,  1945,  Congress  has  by 
law  established  the  status  of  any  agency  in 
relation  to  other  agencies  or  transferred  any 
function — 

As  I  say,  Mr.  President,  that  was  done 
in  the  public  law  transferring  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  to  the  new  agency. 

If,  since  January  1,  1945,  Congress  has  by 
law  established  the  status  of  any  agency  in 
relation  to  other  agencies  or  transferred  any 
function  to  any  agency,  no  reorganization 
plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no  reorganiza¬ 
tion  under  this  act  shall  have  the  effect  of, 
changing  the  status  of  such  agency  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  other  agencies  or  of  abolishing  any 
such  transferred  function  or  providing  for  its 
exercise  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  any 
other  agency. 

But,  Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  neglected  to  advise  the  Senate 
that  the  provisions  contained  in  section 
5  (e)  was  omitted  from  the  1949  act. 
Had  it  been  included,  his  argument  might 
have  been  valid.  Section  9  (a)  (1),  the 
remaining  section,  is  clearly  intended, 
as  the  acting  Attorney  General  stated, 
as  a  saving  provision  designed  to  keep 
substantive  authority  and  functions  alive, 
despite  the  fact  that  the  power  to  exer¬ 
cise  such  authority  or  functions  is  trans¬ 
ferred  by  the  reorganization  plan.  The 
acting  Attorney  General  has  given  some 
examples. 

So,  Mr.  President,  there  might  be  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  merits  of  the  transfer,  but 
unfortunately  there  has  been  no  debate 
on  the  merits.  The  merits,  I  believe, 
might  be  argued.  But  on  the  legal  ques¬ 
tion  I  believe  every  Senator  and  every 
lawyer  could  well  argue  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  a  perfect  right  through  the  re¬ 
organization  plan  to  transfer  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  to  the  Commerce 
Department,  despite  the  fact  that  the 
Congress  adopted  and  passed  the  Federal 
Property  Act  of  1949,  some  10  days  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  submission  of  plan  No.  7. 

I  reiterate,  we  certainly  should  not  re¬ 
ject  this  plan  merely  because  of  the  tenu¬ 
ous  legal  argument  advanced  by  counsel 
for  the  legislative  committee.  I  think 
we  should  give  more  thoughtful  concern 
to  the  opinion  of  the  acting  Attorney 
General.  Senators  may  well  differ  on 
the  merits  of  the  transfer,  I  repeat,  but 
it  is  my  firm  opinion  that  the  President 
certainly  has  every  right  under  the  law 
to  send  to  the  Congress  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7,  and,  within  the  law,  can  well 
transfer  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  dis¬ 
like  to  disagree  with  the  acting  major¬ 
ity  leader  even  on  legal  matters,  but  I 
recall,  once  upon  a  time,  when  I  was  go¬ 
ing  to  law  school,  our  professor  said,  “If 
you  do  not  know  the  answer  to  a  legal 
proposition,  then  decide  for  yourself 
what  it  should  be.”  He  said,  “When  you 
are  asked,  ‘What  is  the  law’?  give  an 
answer  as  to  what  it  should  be.”  In  this 
instance,  we  have  the  trained  legal  mind 
of  the  acting  majority  leader  against  an 
ordinary  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
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Mr.  WHERRY.  Not  too  ordinary  a 

Senator. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  With  all  due  respect  to 
the  legal  training  of  my  friend  from 
Pennsylvania,  I  still  think  there  is  more 
good  law  in  the  argument  of  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  than  in  the  argument  of 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania.  It  is 
true  the  discussion  has  turned  to  legal 
matters.  I  believe  the  merits  of  the 
proposition  should  be  discussed  and 
understood.  As  I  look  around  at  Sena¬ 
tors  who  are  kind  enough  to  be  listen¬ 
ing  to  the  debate,  I  know  they  are  all  in 
favor  of  good  roads.  This  is  a  matter 
of  good  roads,  purely  and  simply.  It  is 
nothing  that  has  anything  to  do  with 
legal  arguments,  either  pro  or  con. 

If  Senators  want  good  roads  to  con¬ 
tinue,  if  they  want  an  agency  which  has 
made  good  in  this  country,  if  they  want 
the  only  agency  which  has  the  respect 
of  the  entire  American  people,  they 
should  leave  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
where  it  is,  and  where  it  belongs,  to  do 
its  work.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
under  the  administration  of  the  present 
Commissioner,  is  known  not  only  na¬ 
tionally  but  internationally.  The  Com¬ 
missioner  is  respected  not  only  in  this 
country  but  abroad.  If  we  go  to  any 
State  in  the  Union,  including  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  we  find  the  people  are  more  in¬ 
terested  in  good  roads  than  they  are  in 
any  matter  of  legislation  that  may  be 
presented  to  them.  Good  roads  affect 
the  farmer.  They  also  affect  the  busi¬ 
nessmen.  They  affect  everyone  in  the 
entire  country.  The  matter  is  simple. 
Has  any  Senator  at  any  time  heard  the 
least  suggestion  that  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  as  now  constituted  and  di¬ 
rected  has  wasted  a  penny  of  the  tax¬ 
payers’  money?  It  is  purely  and  simply 
a  construction  agency.  It  has  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  regulating  com¬ 
merce  as  between  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  and  the  State  of  Ohio.  It  is  in¬ 
terested  in  constructing  good  roads  in 
Pennsylvania. 

As  stated  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona, 
while  it  actually  does  not  go  on  the 
ground,  nevertheless  it  sees  to  it  that  the 
agency  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  car¬ 
ries  out  the  provisions  which  Congress 
placed  in  the  law.  When  decision  is 
made  as  to  a  contribution  by  the  Federal 
Government,  it  sees  that  the  specifica¬ 
tions  are  correct.  It  inspects  the  ma¬ 
terials  going  into  every  foot  of  road. 

Mr.  President,  I  venture  to  say  that 
there  is  not  a  Senator  present  who  has 
as  much  respect  for  any  other  agency 
or  department  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  as  he  has  for  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads.  So,  why  a  change,  as  a  matter 
of  merit?  Every  department  coming  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
has  trouble.  I  have  been  a  member  of 
that  committee  for  many  years.  The 
departments,  including  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  have  a  difficult  time  selling 
their  ideas.  But  there  has  never  been 
one  iota  of  doubt  as  to  the  honesty  and 
sincerity  of  purpose  or  the  honesty  of 
administration  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 

If  there  is  one  Senator  who  has  con¬ 
tributed  greatly  to  the  idea  of  public 
roads,  it  is  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  If  there  is  one  Senator  who 


sticks  to  the  administration  it  is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona.  I  succeeded  him  on 
the  committee  of  this  body  which  has  to 
do  with  public  roads.  I  am  happy  and 
proud  of  the  fact  that  this  body  has  se¬ 
lected  me  as  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  which  has  jurisdiction 
over  public  roads.  That  committee  has 
no  politics.  It  is  composed  of  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  but  they  are  interested 
in  public  roads,  and  its  members  attempt 
to  carry  out  the  basic  idea  of  the  Senator 
from  Arizona.  The  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  is  a  reasonable,  honest,  administra¬ 
tion  man.  He  tells  the  Senate  that  this 
plan  is  wrong.  He  has  no  ulterior  mo¬ 
tive,  no  politics  in  regard  to  it,  no  idea 
of  gaining  a  few  votes  somewhere.  For 
33  years  he  has  led  this  body  and  the 
other  body  in  matters  concerning  pub¬ 
lic  roads,  and  he  asks  the  Senate  to  un¬ 
derstand  and  to  realize  that  this  plan 
is  not  sound. 

I  have  no  reason  to  know  why  the  Pres¬ 
ident  did  not  withdraw  the  plan.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  have  no  reason  to  know 
why  he  submitted  it.  . 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  this  being  a  Federal  highway  de¬ 
partment  which  we  are  asked  to  trans¬ 
fer  to  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
whether  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
which  has  been  a  good  department,  has 
ever  had  anything  to  do  with  public 
roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  never  has  had.  It 
controls  and  regulates  transportation, 
for  example,  on  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio 
Railway  between  here  and  Chicago,  or 
any  other  transportation  as  such;  but 
it  never  has  had  anything  to  do  with  the 
construction  of  a  public  highway.  It  is 
all  new  to  that  department. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  for  one  further  ques¬ 
tion,  has  there  ever  been  a  breath  of 
scandal  or  anything  derogatory  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  one  agency  which 
stands  high  before  the  legislative  body 
and  before  the  American  people.  There 
are  possibly  24  or  more  Senators  in  this 
body  who  have  been  Governors  of  their 
States.  I  asked  them  whether,  while 
they  were  cooperating  and  receiving  the 
benefits  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
the  construction  of  roads,  they  had  ever 
had  any  difficulty  with  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  and  the  reply  was  that 
they  had  not. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  say  to 
the  Senator  that  at  one  time  I  was 
State  engineer  of  Nevada,  and  I  have 
just  discussed  with  the  head  of  that  de¬ 
partment  this  transfer.  Of  course  they 
would  conform,  but  they  can  hardly  im¬ 
agine — and  nearly  all  of  them  are  tech¬ 
nical  men — dealing  with  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  where  there  is  no  com¬ 
parable  establishment  at  all.  How 
would  the  Department  of  Commerce 
conform  to  this  entirely  new  policy  and 
this  entirely  new  organization? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  will  have  to 
make  the  best  of  it.  They  are  not  in 
position  to  conform.  They  will  do  it,  of 
course,  if  we  put  the  responsibility  upon 
them.  But  the  question  is,  purely  and 
simply,  do  we  believe  in  good  roads?  Do 
we  want  to  continue  an  honest  adminis¬ 
tration  of  good  roads?  Do  we  want  the 
States  to  have  good  roads?  Do  we  want 
to  get  the  farmer  out  of  the  mud?  All 
right.  Let  us  keep  the  situation  as  it  is. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Does  the  Senator  think 
the  Hoover  Commission  is  opposed  to 
good  roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  in  its  report,  did  not  recommend 
that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  should 
not  be  a  construction  agency.  As  out¬ 
lined  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona,  the 
task  force  of  the  Hoover  Commission, 
headed  by  Mr.  Moses,  recommended 
that  it  be  kept  the  way  it  is  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  In  view  of  the  ques¬ 
tion  asked  by  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  I  should  like  to  ask,  inasmuch 
as  it  is  with  great  reluctance  that  I  vote 
against  any  of  the  reorganization  plans, 
because  in  1947,  we  initiated  that  kind  of 
action  and  we  are  highly  in  favor  of  any¬ 
thing  that  will  bring  about  greater  ef¬ 
ficiency  and  some  economy,  whether  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  ever  recommended  such  a  thing. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  that  I  understand. 
That  is  all  I  care  to  say. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
no  other  Senator  wishes  to  speak  on  the 
resolution,  I  yield  the  time  back  to  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Mlllikin 

Baldwin 

Hill 

Morse 

Bricker 

Holland 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Murray 

Byrd 

Hunt 

Myers 

Cain 

Ives 

Neely 

Capehart 

Jenner 

O'Connor 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Mahoney 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Russell 

Cordon 

Kefauver 

Sa'tonstall 

Donnell 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Downey 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Dulles 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Eastland 

Langer 

Stennis 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Taft 

Ellender 

Long 

Taylor 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Ok’a. 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Thomas,  Utah 

Frear 

McClellan 

Thye 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Tydings 

George 

McKellar 

Vandenberg 

Gillette 

McMahon 

Watkins 

Graham 

Magnuson 

Wherry 

Green 

Malone 

Wiley 

Gurney 

Martin 

Williams 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Withers 

Hendrickson 

Miller 

Young 

1949 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  Senate  Resolution  155. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  A  vote  in  the  af¬ 
firmative  for  the  resolution  is  a  vote  to 
reject  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7,  is  it 
not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  Senate  Resolution  155,  which 
disapproves  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7 
of  1949.  A  Senator  who  does  not  favor 
the  plan  of  reorganization  will  vote 
“yea.”  A  Senator  who  favors  the  plan 
of  reorganization  will  vote  “nay.” 

The  hour  at  the  end  of  which  the  vote 
would  have  been  taken  will  expire  at  12 
minutes  past  6.  Is  there  objection  to 
proceeding  to  vote  at  this  time,  4  min¬ 
utes  after  6  o’clock?  The  Chair  hears 
no  objection. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the 
acting  majority  leader  is  not  on  the  floor 
at  the  moment,  and  I  hope  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  will  remain  after  the  vote, 
because  a  unanimous  consent  request 
will  be  presented  relative  to  the  debate 
on  the  nomination  of  Attorney  General 
Clark,  and  with  respect  to  the  time  at 
which  the  nomination  will  be  voted  on. 
I  see  the  acting  majority  leader  now  in 
the  Chamber,  and  I  may  state  to  him 
that  the  announcement  was  made  yes¬ 
terday  by  the  majority  leader  that  to¬ 
day  there  would  be  a  recess  from  6  until 
7  o’clock  for  dinner,  and  that  we  would 
proceed  with  the  consideration  of  the 
nomination  after  that  time. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  think  all  Senators  are 
aware  of  the  fact  that  after  we  con¬ 
clude  the  voting  on  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  7,  it  is  the  intention  to  call  the  Exe¬ 
cutive  Calendar.  There  are  on  the  Exe¬ 
cutive  Calendar  three  treaties  which  I 
believe  are  noncontroversial.  Then  the 
noncontroversial  nominations  on  the  cal¬ 
endar  will  be  called,  and  we  will  then 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  nom¬ 
ination  of  Hon.  Tom  C.  Clark  to  be  As¬ 
sociate  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States.  I  understand  that  we 
will  be  able  to  secure  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  to  recess  after  the  nom¬ 
ination  is  made  the  pending  business,  to 
convene  at  12  o’clock  tomorrow  and  to 
vote  on  the  nomination  at  3:30  o’clock 
p.  m.  tomorrow.  I  shall  present  the 
unanimous-consent  request  after  the 
vote  on  the  reorganization  plan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays'  have  been  ordered  on 
Senate  Resolution  155,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hoey],  who  is  absent  on  public  business, 
would  vote  “yea,”  if  present. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas], 
who  is  absent  on  public  business,  would 
vote  “nay,”  if  present. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Pepper]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen 
ate  on  public  business. 


I  announce  further  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  McGrath],  who  is  absent  on  public 
business,  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  has 
a  general  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Butler],  who  is  absent 
by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  result  was — yeas  40,  nays  47,  as 


follows: 

YEAS — 40 

Bricker 

Holland 

Morse 

Cain 

Hunt 

Mundt 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Murray 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Sparkman 

Cordon 

Kerr 

Stennis 

Donnell 

MeCarran 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ecton 

McClellan 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ellender 

McFarland 

Watkins 

George 

McKellar 

Wherry 

Gurney 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Hayden 

Malone 

Withers 

Hickenlooper 

Maybank 

Hill 

Mllllkin 

NAYS— 47 

Anderson 

Hendrickson 

Neely 

Baldwin 

Humphrey 

O’Conor 

Bridges 

Ives 

O'Mahoney 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Russell 

Capehart 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Douglas 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Downey 

Kilgore 

Smith,  Maine 

Dulles 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Eastland 

Langer 

Taft 

Ferguson 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Flanders 

Long 

Thye 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

Fulbright 

McMahon 

Vandenberg 

Gillette 

Martin 

Williams 

Graham 

Miller 

Young 

Green 

Myers 

NOT  VOTING— 

-9 

Aiken 

Hoey 

Pepper 

Brewster 

Lucas 

Reed 

Butler 

McGrath 

Tobey 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote  the  yeas  are  40,  the  nays  are  47. 
The  resolution  is  not  agreed  to,  not  hav¬ 
ing  received  the  affirmative  votes  of  a 
majority  of  the  authorized  membership 
of  the  Senate. 

‘S'*  1  WffKN  1NU'  '10  THE  19 - “ 

MARSHALL  PLAN  COUNTRIES 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT. 
shall  take  but  1  min 
time.  I  particularly 
Mr.  Paul  Hoffman  f 


r.  President,  I 
of  the  Senate’s 
ant  to  commend 
a  statement  which 


he  made  in  Parisyyesterday  to  the  19 
Marshall  plan  countries.  His  statement 
was  made  at  a  m/eting  of  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  for  European  Economic  Cooperation 
in  Paris.  I  desire  read  one  sentence  he  is 
reported  to  haVe  uttered  to  that  confer¬ 
ence.  These/are  the  words  of  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man: 

I  want  tgfsay  again  and  again  and  again 
to  you  thaynow  is  the  time  when  there  must 
be  proof  of  accomplishment  in  the  direction 
of  genuine  cooperation  by  the  European  na¬ 
tions  toythe  end  that  this  become  as  rapidly 
as  possible  a  single  market. 

I  think  that  shows  that  finally,  after  a 
yeay  and  a  hlaf,  the  ECA  has  come 
around  to  the  view  that  there  must  be 
some  coordination  and  unification  eco¬ 
nomically  of  Europe. 

The  same  article  in  the  Washington 
Post  quotes  Mr.  Andre  Philipp,  a  French- 


an,  of  Strasbourg,  Prance,  as  saying./ 
at  “discouragingly  little  progress”  has 
en  made  under  the  Marshall  plan  and 
tliat  Europe  is  more  divided  economi- 
ScaHy  than  ever  before.  But  the  srnte- 
mert  of  Mr.  Hoffman  at  least  shows' that 
at  long  last  the  ECA  has  come  around  to 
the  View  which  I  have  described/  and  I 
assume  that  our  State  Department  has 
endorsed  that  policy. 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  ^FPROPRIA- 
T1\)NS — MOTION  TO  RECONSIDER 

Mr.  yOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
to  enter  a  motion  that  tha-Benate  recon¬ 
sider  trae  vote  whereby  tjflis  body  agreed 
to  the  ulouse  amendment  to  Senate 
amendment  numbered ‘‘46  to  House  bill 
4177,  theundependent/offices  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  Ar  1950.  Dshould  like  to  have 
the  privilege  of  making  a  brief  statement 
to  clarify  me  situE^tion,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  WH$CRR¥;  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senatoiiyield  so  that  I  may  ask  the 
majority  leggier'  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Would  it  not  be  pos¬ 
sible  at  thisrYiine  to  get  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  with  respect  to  the 
nomination  of Wr.  Clark  to  be  Associate 
Justice  of  thepupreme  Court,  and  the 
nomination  of  Vie  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  MopRATH]  to  be  Attorney 
General? 

Mr.  MYERS.  41  do  not  believe  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  take  very  long. 
Other  Senators  have  taken  time. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS^  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  take  not  moreythan  10  minutes. 

The  parliamentary  situation  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Senate  amendment  46  to  H.  R. 
4177,  the  independent  offices’  appropria¬ 
tion  bill,  seems  to  be  sb  follows: 

Senate  amendment  M6  would  have  ap¬ 
propriated  $21,667,00®  to  the  Office  of 
Housing  Expediter  fob'  administrative 
expenses  required  to  \  administer  the 
Housing  and  Rent  Agt  of  1947,  as 
amended  most  recently  py  Congress  in 
the  Housing  and  Rent  /Set  of  1949,  ap¬ 
proved  March  30  of  this  wear. 

The  1949  act  added  ta  the  adminis¬ 
trative  duties  of  the  Offiqe  of  Housing 
Expediter.  It  required  hirrl  to  designate 
an  officer  for  each  area  nent  office  as 
a  small  landlord-tenant  helper  to  as¬ 
sist  them  in  obtaining  the  rights  afford¬ 
ed  them  by  the  act.  It  increased  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  of  that  office  bwextending 
the  scope  of  its  authority  to  initiate  legal 
action  against  violators  of  the  law,  di¬ 
rectly  through  action  to  recover  dam¬ 
ages  for  rent  overcharges  and  indirectly 
by  reporting  to  the  Attorney  General  of 
the  United  States  cases  where  tlyre  ap¬ 
peared  to  be  grounds  for  seeking  pjunc- 
tions  against  violation  of  any  par^of  the 
Rent  Control  Act.  It  also  placed  4n  the 
Office  of  Housing  Expediter  the  entire 
duty  of  regulating  evictions.  Under  the 
Housilng  and  Rent  Act  of  1948,4  the 
Housing  Expediter  had  no  authority  to 
regulate  evictions. 

In  view  of  the  need  for  carrying  but 
these  and  other  duties,  the  Bureaulof 
the  Budget  approved  an  amount  of  $26,- 
750,000  for  administrative  expenses. 
The  request  for  that  amount  was  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Apt 
propriations,  which  had  before  it  for 
consideration  H.  R.  4177,  the  independ-, 
ent  offices  appropriation  bill.  This  bill' 
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had  been  reported  from  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  on  April  11, 
194&  and  passed  by  the  House  on  April 
H,  ftjo  early  for  inclusion  of  a  request 
for  an  .appropriation  for  administrative 
expense's  of  the  Office  of  Housing  Expe¬ 
diter.  The  Office  was  in  no  position  to 
request  appropriations  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  uhtil  passage  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  w^ich  was  not  approved  by 
both  Houses  untH  March  30, 1949. 

After  consideration,  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  reduced  tR^  recommended  ap¬ 
propriation  by  10  pefccent  to  $24,075,000 
and  included  it  in  H.  *£.  4177  as  Senate 
amendment  46. 

During  the  debate  in  %he  Senate  on 
July  29,  1949,  this  amounNwas  further 
reduced  on  the  motion  of  Nth e  senior 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges]  to  $21,667,000  by  the  extremely 
narrow  margin  of  3  votes,  the.coiifnt  be¬ 
ing  45  to  42.  In  other  words,  aftlt  an 
initial  cut  of  10  percent,  the  Senate 
made  a  further  cut  of  about  10  percer 

In  this  form,  amendment  46  went  into^ 
conference  and  the  conferees  were  un¬ 
able  to  reach  an  agreement.  It  was  re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement  by  the  conferees 
in  Conference  Report  No.  1262,  dated 
August  12.  In  the  statement  of  the  man¬ 
agers  cn  the  part  of  the  House,  the  man¬ 
agers  stated  that  they  would  move  to 
recede  and  concur  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  with  an  amendment. 

Such  a  motion  was  made  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Thomas]  on  Au¬ 
gust  15  and  was  agreed  to  without  dis-, 
cussion  or  explanation.  The  effect  of 
this  amendment  was  to  reduce  the  appro¬ 
priation  from  $21,667,500  to  $17,500,000, 
or  a  further  reduction  of  approximately 
20  percent  from  the  preceding  figure. 

This  action  by  the  House  was  embodied 
in  a  message  from  the  House,  strangely 
dated  August  14,  announcing  its  action 
on  six  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  4177 
on  which  the  conferees  were  unable  to 
reach  agreement.  This  message  was  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  Senate  late  in  the  day  of 
August  15  and  was  acted  upon  imme¬ 
diately  without  explanation,  although 
without  objection.  The  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney]  moved  that  the  Senate  con, 
cur  in  the  House  amendments  to  the 
Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  4177  covofed 
by  the  message,  with  the  exception  of 
amendment  74  having  to  do  witfi  vet¬ 
erans’  educational  aids.  Tha/motion 
was  agreed  to.  No  discussioi^^vas  had 
relative  to  amendment  46. 

I  have  requested  recoiyfderation  of 
that  action  as  it  affects  amendment  46 
because  I  would  feel  remfss  in  my  duties 
were  I  not  to  invite  tl/attention  of  the 
Members  of  this  disflnguished  body  to 
the  unfortunate  resents  which  would  flow 
from  slashing  the/Sppropriations  for  the 
Office  of  Housing  Expediter  to  $17,500,- 
000. 

For  the  l^rtst  fiscal  year,  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $2^,222,200  were  made  to  that 
office.  Some  of  that  amount  was  made 
in  the  form  of  deficiency  appropriations. 
In  vi ej<r  of  the  additional  duties  placed 
uponAhe  Housing  Expediter  only  a  few 
months  ago  by  this  same  Congress,  I  as¬ 
sume  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  or  of  this  body  that  the  Housing 


Expediter  engage  in  a  wholesale  dis¬ 
missal  of  personnel.  Since  Congress  must 
expect  him  to  execute  the  duties  vested 
in  him,  I  would  guess  it  was  probably  the 
thought  of  the  conferees  that  he  should 
continue  to  employ  the  personnel  needed 
for  that  purpose  until  decreases  in  per¬ 
sonnel  are  made  possible  by  the  tapering- 
off  of  the  areas  in  which  Federal  rent 
controls  are  still  effective.  In  view  of 
the  sizable  reduction  in  appropriations 
below  those  approved  by  the  Senate,  I 
gather  the  conferees  must  have  expected 
these  decreases  in  over- all  duties  to  oc¬ 
cur  rapidly  as  the  present  date  for  ex¬ 
piration  of  Federal  rent  controls,  June 
30,  1950,  approaches.  I  assume,  and 
would  appreciate  being  corrected  if  this 
is  not  the  case,  that  should  this  sub¬ 
stantial  tapering-off  of  duties  of  the  Of¬ 
fice  of  Housing  Expediter  not  occur,  the 
Senate  committee  would  entertain  a  re¬ 
quest  for  such  deficiency  appropriations 
as  may  be  justified  in  the  light  of  con¬ 
ditions  as  they  exist  when  the  current 
appropriation  shall  have  been  exhausted. 
I  personally  feel  that  despite  these 
ssumptions,  the  amount  of  $17,500,000 
i^iot  sufficient  to  enable  the  Office /f 
Homing  Expediter  to  do  an  adequate/ob 
of  (Routing  the  Federal  rent  cjmrol 
laws. 

I  theiWore  enter  a  motion  tef  recon¬ 
sider  the  vote  whereby  the  Senme  agreed 
to  the  HoUse  amendment/fo  Senate 
amendment  No.  46  to  H.  Ry4l77,  ihe  in¬ 
dependent  offiistes  appropriation  bill  for 
1950. 

The  PRESIDING  /OFFICER.  The 
motion  will  be  enticed. 


EXECUl 


SESSION 


Mr.  MYERS.  £  movihthat  the  Senate 
proceed  to  tht^monsiderl^ion  of  execu¬ 
tive  business^ 

The  mot/n  was  agreed  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration 
of  executive  business. 

The  /PRESIDING  OFFICER.V  (Mr. 
Stenmis  in  the  chair).  If  there  'be  no 
reports  of  committees,  the  clerk  will  pro- 
cee/a  to  state  the  business  on  the  Execu¬ 
te  Calendar. 

'INTERNATIONAL  RECOGNITION  OF 

RIGHTS  IN  AIRCRAFT— CONVENTION 

PASSED  OVER 

Executive  E  (81st  Cong.,  1st  sess.), 
the  Convention  on  the  International 
Recognition  of  Rights  in  Aircraft, 
signed  at  Geneva  on  June  19,  1948,  was 
announced  as  first  in  order. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  that 
treaty  is  to  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  treaty  which  was  handled  in  the  sub¬ 
committee  by  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Pepper],  It  was  thoroughly  ex¬ 
plained  to  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  we  think  it  should  be  rati¬ 
fied.  It  is  not  controversial.  No  one 
objected  to  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
understood  that  the  treaties  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  were  the  remaining  treaties  on 
the  calendar.  Personally  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  this  particular  treaty,  but  I 
should  like  very  much  to  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  consult  with  one  or  two  Sen- 
tors  who  I  know  are  vitally  interested  in 
the  recognition  of  rights  in  aircraft  be¬ 


fore  the  treaty  is  approved.  Would  tl 
Senator  from  Texas  consent  to  allov 
the  treaty  to  go  over  until  tomorrow^ 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  shall  be  obliged 
to  do  so  if  the  Senator  from  Nboraska 
so  requests.  There  was  no  opi/sition  in 
the  committee  to  the  treaty. . 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  that. 
However,  one  Senator  asj^ed  me  about 
the  treaties  to  be  considered,  and  I  did 
not  know  that  this  treaty  was  to  be  con¬ 
sidered.  I  understood  that  it  was  the 
remaining  treaties  ynich  were  to  be  con¬ 
sidered. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Very  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
treaty  will  he  passed  over. 

INTERNATIONAL  CONVENTION  FOR  THE 
NORTHWEST  ATLANTIC  FISHERIES 

The  Senate,  as  in  Committee  of  the 
Who/!  proceeded  to  consider  the  con- 
verfirfon,  Executive  N  (81st  Cong.,  1st 
s/s.) ,  the  International  Convention 
yc  the  Northwest  Atlantic  Fisheries, 
formulated  at  the  International  North¬ 
west  Atlantic  Fisheries  Conference  and 
signed  at  Washington  under  date  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  8,  1949,  by  the  plenipotentiaries  of 
the  United  States  of  America  and  by  the 
plenipotentiaries  of  certain  other  gov¬ 
ernments,  which  was  read  the  second 
time,  as  follows: 

International  Convention  for  the  North¬ 
west  Atlantic  Fisheries 

The  Governments  whose  duly  authorized 
representatives  have  subscribed  hereto,  shar¬ 
ing  a  substantial  interest  in  the  conservation 
of  the  fishery  resources  of  the  Northwest 
Atlantic  Ocean,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a 
convention  for  the  investigation,  protection 
and  conservation  of  the  fisheries  of  the 
Northwest  Atlantic  Ocean,  in  order  to  make 
possible  the  maintenance  of  a  maximum  sus¬ 
tained  catch  from  those  fisheries  and  to  that 
end  have,  through  their  duly  authorized 
representatives,  agreed  as  follows: 

ARTICLE  i 

1.  The  area  to  which  this  Convention 
applies,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  "the  Con¬ 
vention  area”,  shall  be  all  waters,  except  ter¬ 
ritorial  waters,  bounded  by  a  line  beginning 
at  a  point  on  the  coast  of  Rhode  Island  in 
71°40'  west  longitude;  thence  due  south  to 
39°00'  north  latitude;  thence  due  east  to 
|2°00'  west  longitude;  thence  due  north  to 

°00'  north  latitude;  thence  due  west  to 
44^)0-  west  longitude;  thence  due  north  to 
the  "'coast  of  Greenland;  thence  along  the 
west  doast  of  Greenland  to  78°  10’  north  lati¬ 
tude;  thence  southward  to  a  point  in  75°  00' 
north  lafjtude  and  73°30'  west  longitude; 
thence  along  a  rhumb  line  to  a  point  in 
69°00'  north-, latitude  and  59°C0'  west  longi¬ 
tude;  thence  ^ue  south  to  61°00'  north  lati¬ 
tude;  thence  cftie  west  to  64°30'  west  longi¬ 
tude;  thence  mte  south  to  the  coast  of 
Labrador;  thenceSdn  a  southerly  direction 
along  the  coast  of  Dabrador  to  the  southern 
terminus  of  its  boundary  with  Quebec; 
thence  in  a  westerlj\direction  along  the 
coast  of  Quebec,  and  an  easterly  and 
southerly  direction  along'Mie  toasts  of  New 
Brunswick,  Nova  Scotia,  £®d  Cape  Breton 
Island  to  Cabot  Strait;  thaace  along  the 
coasts  of  Cape  Breton  Islandv\Nova  Scotia, 
New  Brunswick,  Maine,  New  "  Hampshire, 
Massachusetts,  and  Rhode  Island  tbtthe  point 
of  beginning. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  Convention  sjtoll  be 
deemed  to  affect  adversely  (prejudice)  the 
claims  of  any  Contracting  Government  irt-re- 
gard  to  the  limits  of  territorial  waters  'qr 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  coastal  state  oveV 
fisheries. 


blsx  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  RES.  151 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  5  (legislative  clay,  June  2),  1949 
Mr.  McClellan  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Mundt)  submitted  the  following  reso¬ 
lution;  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments 

August  8  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Reported  by  Mr.  McClellan,  without  amendment 

August  17  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Considered  and  disagreed  to 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor  the  Reorgan- 

2  ization  Plan  Numbered  2  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

3  President  on  June  20,  1949. 
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81st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Document 
1st  Session  j  (  No.  224 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  3  OF  1949 -POST  OFFICE 

DEPARTMENT 


MESSAGE 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  3  OF  1949,  CONSTITUTING  AN  IMPOR¬ 
TANT  FIRST  STEP  IN  STRENGTHENING  THE  ORGANIZATION  OF 
THE  POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 


June  20,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  oj  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  ^Reorganization  Plan  No.  3  of  1949,  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 
This  plan  constitutes  an  important  first  step  in  strengthening  the 
organization  of  the  Post  Office  Department. 

One  of  the  prime  essentials  of  good  departmental  administration  is 
authority  from  the  Congress  to  a  department  head  to  organize  and 
control  his  department.  The  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  emphasized  in  its  first  and  sub¬ 
sequent  reports  that  separate  authorities  to  subordinates  should  be 
eliminated.  The  plan  gives  the  Postmaster  General  the  necessary 
authority  to  organize  and  control  his  Department  by  transferring  to 
him  the  functions  of  all  subordinate  officers  and  agencies  of  the  Post 
Office  Department,  including  the  functions  of  each  Assistant  Post¬ 
master  General,  the  Purchasing  Agent,  the  Comptroller,  and  the 
Bureau  of  Accounts.  The  Postmaster  General  is  authorized  to  dele¬ 
gate  to  subordinates  designated  by  him  such  of  his  functions  as  he 
may  deem  appropriate. 

The  Postmaster  General  is  responsible  for  the  management  of  one 
of  the  world’s  largest  businesses.  Like  the  head  of  any  large  business, 
the  Postmaster  General  should  be  given  adequate  top-level  assistance 
in  carrying  on  the  operations  of  the  Department  so  that  he  may  have 
time  to  devote  to  matters  of  departmental  and  public  policy.  In  order 
to  provide  needed  assistance  to  the  Postmaster  General,  the  plan 


2  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  3 — POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

establishes  the  positions  of  Deputy  Postmaster  General,  and  four 
Assistant  Postmasters  General,  comparable  to  the  positions  of  Under 
Secretary  and  Assistant  Secretaries  in  other  departments. 

The  plan  also  establishes  an  Advisory  Board  for  the  Post  Office 
Department,  composed  of  the  Postmaster  General,  the  Deputy 
Postmaster  General,  and  seven  other  members  representing  the  public 
who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Advisory  Board  will  make  available  to 
the  Postmaster  General  the  advice  of  outstanding  private  citizens  and 
will  afford  a  useful  channel  for  the  interchange  of  views  between  postal 
officials  and  the  public  concerning  the  operations  of  the  postal  service. 

I  have  found  after  investigation  that  each  reorganization  con¬ 
tained  in  the  plan  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  (a)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 
I  have  also  found  and  hereby  declare  that  by  reason  of  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  made  by  this  plan,  it  is  necessary  to  include  in  the  plan  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  appointment  and  compensation  of  the  Deputy  Post¬ 
master  General,  four  Assistant  Postmasters  General,  and  members  of 
the  Advisory  Board  for  the  Post  Office  Department.  The  plan  abol¬ 
ishes  the  Bureau  of  Accounts  of  the  Post  Office  Department  and  the 
offices  of  Comptroller,  Purchasing  Agent,  First,  Second,  Third,  and 
Fourth  Assistant  Postmasters  General. 

This  plan  carries  into  effect  those  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  respecting  the  Post  Office  Department  which  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  under  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act.  I  am  also 
transmitting  to  the  Congress  recommendations  for  legislation  which 
will  implement  other  recommendations  of  the  Commission  and  place 
the  operations  of  the  Post  Office  Department  on  a  more  businesslike 
basis. 

The  primary  residt  of  this  reorganization  plail  will  be  more  effective 
administration.  Although  a  substantial  reduction  in  expenditures 
will  not  be  brought  about  by  the  plan  alone,  major  economies  can  be 
achieved  over  a  period  of  time  as  a  result  of  this  plan  and  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  postal  legislation  which  I  am  recommending  to  the 
Congress. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  June  20,  1949. 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  3  OF  1949 

Prepared  by  the  President  and  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  .in  Congress  assembled,  June  20,  1949,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  approved  June  20,  1949 

POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

Section  1.  Functions  of  the  Postmaster  General. — (a)  There  are 
hereby  transferred  to  the  Postmaster  General  the  functions  of  all 
subordinate  officers  and  agencies  of  the  Post  Office  Department, 
including  the  functions  of  each  Assistant  Postmaster  General,  the 
Purchasing  Agent  for  the  Post  Office  Department,  the  Comptroller, 
and  the  Bureau  of  Accounts. 
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(b)  The  Postmaster  General  is  hereby  authorized  to  delegate  to  any 
officer,  employee,  or  agency  of  the  Post  Office  Department  designated 
by  him  such  of  his  functions  as  he  deems  appropriate. 

Sec.  2.  Deputy  Postmaster  General.- — There  shall  be  in  the  Post 
Office  Department  a  Deputy  Postmaster  General,  who  shall  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  shall  perform  such  duties  as  the  Postmaster  General  may 
designate,  and  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $10,330  per 
annum  or  such  other  compensation  as  may  be  provided  by  law  for 
the  under  secretaries  of  executive  departments  after  the  date  of 
transmittal  of  this  reorganization  plan  to  the  Congress. 

Sec.  3.  Assistant  Postmasters  General. — There  shall  be  in  the  Post 
Office  Department  four  Assistant  Postmasters  General,  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  shall  perform  such  duties  as  the  Postmaster  General  may 
designate,  and  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $10,330  per 
annum  or  such  other  compensation  as  may  be  provided  by  law  for 
the  assistant  secretaries  of  executive  departments  after  the  date  of 
transmittal  of  this  reorganization  plan  to  the  Congress. 

Sec.  4.  Advisory  Board. — There  is  hereby  established  an  Advisory 
Board  for  the  Post  Office  Department  of  which  the  Postmaster 
General  shall  be  chairman  and  the  Deputy  Postmaster  General  the 
vice  chairman.  The  Board  shall  have  seven  additional  members, 
representative  of  the  public,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  members  so 
appointed  shall  each  receive  compensation  of  $50  per  diem  when 
engaged  in  duties  as  members  of  the  Board  (including  travel  time  to 
and  from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  business)  and  reasonable 
subsistence  and  travel  expense  as  determined  by  the  Postmaster 
General.  The  Board  shall  meet  quarterly  at  the  seat  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  at  such  other  time  and  place  as 
the  Postmaster  General  shall  determine,  for  the  purpose  of  considering 
methods  and  policies  for  the  improvement  of  the  postal  service,  and 
shall  advise  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Postmaster  General 
with  respect  to  such  methods  and  policies. 

Sec.  5.  Agencies  abolished. — (a)  There  are  hereby  abolished  the 
Bureau  of  Accounts  in  the  Post  Office  Department  (including  the 
office  of  Comptroller)  and  the  office  of  Purchasing  Agent  for  the  Post 
Office  Department. 

(b)  The  offices  of  First  Assistant  Postmaster  General,  Second 
Assistant  Postmaster  General,  Third  Assistant  Postmaster  General, 
and  Fourth  Assistant  Postmaster  General  (5  U.  S.  C.  363)  are  hereby 
abolished;  but  the  incumbents  thereof  immediately  prior  to  the  taking 
of  effect  of  the  provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan  shall  without 
reappointment  be  the  first  Assistant  Postmasters  General  in  office 
under  the  provisions  of  section  3  hereof. 

Sec.  6.  Employees,  records,  property,  and  funds. — The  employees 
now  being  employed,  and  the  records  and  property  now  being  used 
or  held,  in  connection  with  any  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions 
of  this  reorganization  plan  are  hereby  transferred  to  such  agencies  of 
the  Post  Office  Department  as  the  Postmaster  General  shall  designate. 
The  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations,  and  other 
funds  available  or  to  be  made  available  for  use  in  connection  with 
such  functions  shall  remain  so  available. 
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REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  4  OF  1949— TRANSFERRING 
THE  NATIONAL  SECURITY  COUNCIL  AND  THE 
NATIONAL  SECURITY  RESOURCES  BOARD 


MESSAGE 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  4  OP  1949,  TRANSFERRING  THE 
NATIONAL  SECURITY  COUNCIL  AND  THE  NATIONAL  SECURITY 
RESOURCES  BOARD  TO  THE  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESI¬ 
DENT 


June  20,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  Reorganization  Plan  No.  4  of  1949,  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 
The  plan  transfers  the  National  Security  Council  and  the  National 
Security  Resources  Board  to  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President. 
After  investigation  I  have  found,  and  I  hereby  declare,  that  each 
reorganization  included  in  the  plan  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or 
more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  (a)  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949. 

The  growth  of  the  executive  branch  and  the  increasingly  complex 
nature  of  the  problems  with  which  it  must  deal  have  greatly  intensified 
the  necessity  of  strong  and  well-coordinated  staff  facilities  to  enable 
the  President  to  meet  his  responsibilities  for  the  effective  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government.  Ten  years  ago 
several  of  the  staff  agencies  of  the  executive  branch  were  brought 
together  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President  under  the  immediate 
direction  of  the  President.  The  wisdom  of  this  step  has  been  demon¬ 
strated  by  greatly  improved  staff  assistance  to  the  President,  which 
has  contributed  importantly  to  the  management  of  the  Government 
during  the  trying  years  of  war  and  of  postwar  adjustment. 

Since  the  creation  of  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President,  however, 
the  Congress  has  further  recognized  the  need  for  more  adequate 
central  staff  and  created  two  new  important  staff  agencies  to  assist 
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the  President — the  National  Security  Council  and  the  National 
Security  Resources  Board.  The  primary  function  of  the  first  of  these 
agencies,  as  defined  by  statute,  is — 

to  advise  the  President  with  respect  to  the  integration  of  domestic,  foreign,  and 
military  policies  relating  to  the  national  security. 

The  function  of  the  second  is — 

to  advise  the  President  concerning  the  coordination  of  military,  industrial,  and 
civilian  mobilization. 

Within  their  respective  fields  these  agencies  assist  the  President  in 
developing  plans  and  policies  which  extend  beyond  the  responsibility 
of  any  single  department  of  the  Government.  In  this  they  play  a  role 
similar  in  character  to  that  of  the  various  units  of  the  Executive  Office 
of  the  President.  In  fact,  many  of  the  problems  with  which  they  deal 
require  close  collaboration  with  the  agencies  of  the  Executive  Office. 

Since  the  principal  purpose  of  the  National  Security  Council  and 
the  National  Security  Resources  Board  is  to  advise  and  assist  the 
President  and  their  work  needs  to  be  coordinated  to  the  fullest  degree 
with  that  of  other  staff  arms  of  the  President,  such  as  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  and  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  it  is  highly  desirable 
•  that  they  be  incorporated  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President. 
The  importance  of  this  transfer  was  recognized  by  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  which 
specifically  recommended  such  a  change  as  one  of  the  essential  steps 
in  strengthening  the  staff  facilities  of  the  President  and  improving 
the  over-all  management  of  the  executive  branch. 

Because  of  the  necessity  of  coordination  with  other  staff  agencies, 
the  National  Security  Council  and  the  National  Security  Resources 
Board  are  physically  located  with  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President 
and  I  have  taken  steps  to  assure  close  working  relations  between  them 
and  the  agencies  of  the  Executive  Office.  This  plan,  therefore, 
will  bring  their  legal  status  into  accord  with  existing  administrative 
practice.  It  is  not  probable  that  the  reorganizations  included  in  the 
plan  will  immediately  result  in  reduced  expenditures.  They  will, 
however,  provide  a  firm  foundation  for  maintaining  and  furthering 
the  efficient  administrative  relationships  already  established,  and  for 
assuring  that  we  have  provided  permanent  arrangements  vitally 
necessary  to  the  national  security. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  PIouse,  June  20,  1949. 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  4  OF  1949 

Prepared  by  the  President  and  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  Congress  assembled,  June  20,  1949,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  approved  June  20,  1949 

EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

The  National  Security  Council  and  the  National  Security  Resources 
Board,  together  with  their  respective  functions,  records,  property, 
personnel,  and  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations, 
and  other  funds  (available  or  to  be  made  available),  are  hereby 
transferred  to  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President. 
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REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  5  OF  1949— UNITED  STATES 
CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION 


MESSAGE 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 


TRANSMITTING 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  5  OF  1949,  PROVIDING  FOR  UNIFIED 
DIRECTION  BY  THE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  CIVIL 
SERVICE  COMMISSION  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  AFFAIRS  OF  THE 
COMMISSION 


June  20,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  oj  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  Reorganization  Plan  No.  5  of  1949,  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 
This  plan  provides  for  unified  direction  by  the  Chairman  of  the 
United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  of  the  executive  affairs  of  the 
Commission.  At  the  same  time,  it  maintains  the  advantages  of  the 
bipartisan  three-member  Commission.  The  Commission  will  continue 
to  advise  the  President  on  the  civil-service  system,  to  issue  the  basic 
civil-service  regulations,  and  to  assure  protection  of  merit-system 
principles  by  conducting  investigations  and  determining  appeals. 

The  need  for  this  reorganization  stems  from  the  Government-wide 
importance  of  civil-service  administration  in  the  executive  branch. 
As  in  private  business,  the  effectiveness  of  Government  departments 
and  agencies  depends  in  very  large  part  on  the  competence  and  morale 
of  the  officers  and  employees.  The  management  of  every  department 
and  almost  every  agency  and  independent  establishment  is  intimately 
affected  by  the  civil-service  system.  It  is  essential  that  the  Commis¬ 
sion  which  directs  that  system  should  be  effectively  organized  to 
discharge  its  responsibilities.  This  plan  carries  into  effect  one  of  the 
major  recommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the 
Executive  Branch  of  the  Government. 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  was  established  in  1883  as  a  three- 
member  body  to  aid  the  President  in  making  the  civil-service  rules, 
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and  to  administer  a  comparatively  simple  civil-service  system.  Each 
Commissioner  was  made  equally  responsible  under  the  law  for  per¬ 
forming  the  functions  assigned  to  the  Commission  and  the  three 
members  functioned  as  a  body  in  the  management  of  the  agency. 

Sixty-six  years  ago  the  new  agency  conducted  a  single  major 
operating  program — the  recruitment  and  examination  of  candidates 
for  admission  to  the  civil  service.  Eight  executive  departments  then 
constituted  the  entire  executive  branch.  The  total  Federal  employ¬ 
ment  was  about  110,000.  That  is  less  than  are  now  employed  by  any 
one  of  the  five  largest  executive  agencies. 

Today  the  work  of  the  Commission  is  vastly  different,  reflecting 
the  great  changes  in  the  Government  itself  and  the  progress  that  has 
been  made  in  personnel  management,  both  in  Government  and 
private  business.  To  this  original  job  of  recruitment  and  examina¬ 
tion,  acts  of  Congress  have  subsequently  added  many  other  operating 
programs.  Two  of  these  in  particular  involve  large-scale  operations: 
The  administration  of  the  civil-service  retirement  system  and  the 
administration  of  the  Classification  Act.  This  augmented  program 
applies  today  to  a  government  about  20  times  as  large  as  that  of 
1883,  employing  men  and  women  drawn  from  almost  every  American 
occupation  and  profession.  The  statutory  structure  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  itself,  however,  has  not  been  adjusted  over  the 
years  to  its  changing  functions. 

In  its  analysis  of  Federal  personnel  management,  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  stressed 
the  distinction  between  two  types  of  functions  now  vested  in  the 
Civil  Service  Commission.  In  the  interest  of  effective  and  equitable 
administration  the  nature  of  each  of  these  functions  must  be  recognized 

The  development  and  promulgation  of  civil-service  regulations  for 
the  guidance  of  the  departments  and  agencies  under  the  civil  service, 
and  the  conduct  of  hearings  on  matters  appealed  by  individuals  or 
departments  are  appropriate  for  a  three-member  bipartisan  Com¬ 
mission.  Here  deliberation  is  important  for  the  protection  of  the 
integrity  of  the  civil-service  system. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  administrative  direction  of  the  day-to-day 
operations  of  the  Commission’s  staff  requires  the  unified  leadership 
of  one  responsible  individual. .  This  is  particularly  so  because  of  the 
operating  relationships  with  the  departments  and  agencies.  Here 
decisive,  prompt,  and  vigorous  action  is  essential. 

The  operational  functions  require  a  type  of  leadership  different 
from  that  useful  for  the  deliberative  functions.  But  under  the  present 
statutory  organization,  the  same  multiple  leadership  is  provided  for 
both. 

Accordingly,-  this  reorganization  plan  separates  day-to-day  ad¬ 
ministration  from  the  regulatory  and  appellate  functions.  It  leaves 
vested  in  the  full  Commission  final  authority  with  respect  to  (1)  the 
formulation  of  civil-service  rules  and  regulations,  (2)  hearing  and 
taking  action  on  all  types  of  appeals,  (3)  the  administration  of  the 
political-activity  statutes,  (4)  the  investigation  of  all  matters  pertain¬ 
ing  to  the  civil  service,  and  (5)  the  function  of  recommending  measures 
to  the  President  to  promote  the  more  effectual  accomplishment  of 
the  objectives  of  the  civil-service  laws  and  rules. 

To  aid  the  full  Commission  in  the  exercise  of  these  powers,  the  plan 
provides  that  the  regular,  full-time  personal  assistants  to  the  Com- 
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mission  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Commission  itself,  and  that  regional 
directors  and  the  heads  of  major  administrative  units  shall  be  appoint¬ 
ed  by  the  Chairman  only  after  consultation  with  the  other  Commis¬ 
sioners. 

At  the  same  time,  to  facilitate  the  most  effective  and  expeditious 
administration  of  civil-service  matters  and  related  affairs,  the  plan 
concentrates  operating  responsibility  and  accountability  in  the 
Chairman  by  vesting  in  him  the  operating  functions  under  the  civil- 
service  rules  and  regulations.  As  the  chief  executive  and  adminis¬ 
trative  officer,  the  Chairman  is  empowered  to  appoint,  supervise,  and 
direct  the  Commission  staff  in  the  administration  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  affairs.  In  the  conduct  of  civil-service  operations  the  Chairman 
is  subject  to  the  regulations  of  the  full  Commission  and  to  their  in¬ 
vestigatory  powers  and  appellate  jurisdiction.  The  plan  leaves 
undisturbed  the  civil-service  laws  and  rules  as  the  controlling  body 
of  policy.  It  preserves  the  bipartisan  nature  of  the  Commission. 

To  provide  assurance  of  undivided  responsibility,  the  plan  transfers 
to  the  Chairman  all  of  the  functions  now  vested  in  the  President  of  the 
Commission,  the  Executive  Director  and  Chief  Examiner,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Commission. 

Thus  the  plan  provides  suitable  organization  arrangements  for  both 
the  deliberative  and  the  operational  functions. 

The  plan  also  provides  for  the  position  of  Executive  Director,  under 
the  classified  competitive  civil  service.  He  is  to  be  the  chief  operating 
deputy  to  the  Chairman.  The  Executive  Director  is  authorized  to 
perform  the  executive  and  administrative  functions  of  the  Chairman 
in  his  absence,  but  is  specifically  prohibited  from  sitting  as  a  member 
or  acting  member  of  the  Commission. 

I  have  found  after  investigation  and  hereby  declare  that  each  re¬ 
organization  included  in  the  plan  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or 
more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  (a)  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949.  I  have  also  found  and  hereby  declare  that  by  reason  of 
the  reorganizations  made  by  this  plan,  it  is  necessary  to  include  in 
the  plan  provisions  for  the  appointment  and  compensation  of  the 
Executive  Director. 

It  is  important  to  consider  the  economies  which  will  be  realized  by 
the  adoption  of  reorganization  plans.  The  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  in  its  report  on 
personnel  management  stated: 

This  is,  of  course,  an  area  in  which  it  is  difficult  to  develop  estimates  of  savings. 
After  a  careful  consideration,  however,  of  the  various  factors  involved,  the  Com¬ 
mission  does  believe  that  great  savings  can  be  achieved  if  the  Commission’s  recom¬ 
mendations  are  put  into  effect. 

The  economies  to  be  attained  by  this  plan  will  result  from  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  operation  of  the  civil-service  system.  It  is  improbable, 
however,  that  this  plan,  in  itself,  will  result  in  substantial  immediate 
savings.  To  accomplish  the  benefits  envisioned  in  the  report  of  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  this  first  step  of  internal  adjustment  in  the  organization  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  should  be  followed  by  revisions  in  basic 
personnel  legislation. 

The  modification  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  here  proposed  is 
designed  to  create  a  modern  organization  to  meet  today’s  problems — 
an  organization  which  safeguards  the  merit  principles  of  the  civil 
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service  and  at  the  same  time  makes  possible  the  exercise  of  responsible, 
unified  leadership  in  the  administrative  operations  of  the  civil-service 
system. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  June  20,  194-9. 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  5  OF  1949 

Prepared  by  the  President  and  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  in  Congress  assembled,  June  20,  1949,  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  approved  June  20,  1949 

CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION 

• 

Section  1.  Chairman,  United  States  Civil  Sendee  Commission. — 
The  President  of  the  United  States  shall  from  time  to  time  designate 
one  of  the  Civil  Service  Commissioners  constituting  the  United  States 
Civil  Service  Commission  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Commission) 
as  the  presiding  head  of  the  Commission  with  the  title  of  “Chairman, 
United  States  Civil  Service  Commission.” 

Sec.  2.  Functions  of  Chairman. — (a)  In  order  to  facilitate  the  most 
effective  and  expeditious  administration  ot  civil-service  matters  and 
related  affairs,  there  are  hereby  transferred  to  the  Chairman,  United 
States  Civil  Service  Commission,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
Chairman,  who  shall  be  the  chief  executive  and  administrative 
officer  of  the  Commission: 

(1)  The  functions  of  the  President  of  the  Commission; 

(2)  The  functions  of  the  Executive  Director  and  Chief  Exam¬ 
iner  of  the  Commission  and  of  the  Secretary  thereof ; 

(3)  The  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  personnel  employed  under  the  Commission:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  employees  who  are  engaged  regularly  and  full  time 
in  assisting  the  Commission  in  the  performance  of  the  functions 
reserved  to  it  under  sections  2  (a)  (6)  (i)  to  2  (a)  (6)  (vii),  inclu¬ 
sive,  of  this  reorganization  plan  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Com¬ 
mission:  And  provided  further,  That  the  regional  directors,  and 
the  heads  of  the  major  administrative  units  reporting  directly  to 
the  Chairman  or  to  the  Executive  Director,  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  Chairman  only  after  consultation  with  the  other  Civil 
Service  Commissioners; 

(4)  The  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  employees  of  the  Commission,  the  supervision  of  all  activ¬ 
ities  of  such  employees,  the  distribution  of  business  among  em¬ 
ployees  and  organizational  units  of  the  Commission,  and  the 
direction  of  the  internal  management  of  the  Commission’s  affairs: 
Provided,  That  there  are  not  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  this 
section  2  (a)  (4)  any  functions  with  respect  to  employees  whose 
appointment  remains  vested  in  the  Commission  under  the  first 
proviso  of  section  2  (a)  (3),  above; 

(5)  The  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to  directing 
the  preparation  of  the  budget  estimates  and  with  respect  to  the 
use  and  expenditure  of  funds;  and 

(6)  The  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to  executing, 
administering,  and  enforcing  (A)  the  civil-service  rules  and  regula- 
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tions  of  the  President  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  Commission 
and  the  laws  governing  the  same,  and  (B)  the  other  activities 
of  the  Commission,  including  retirement  and  classification 
activities:  Provided,  That  there  are  not  transferred  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  2  (a)  (6)  the  functions  of  the  Commission 
with  respect  to: 

(i)  The  preparation  of  suitable  rules  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  first  subsection  of  section  2  of  the  Act 
of  January  16,  1883  (ch.  27,  22  Stat.  403),  and  the  making  of 
an  annual  report  under  the  fifth  subsection  of  said  section  2 ; 

(ii)  The  promulgation  of  any  rules,  regulations,  or  similar 
policy  directives,  now  vested  in  the  Commission; 

(iii)  The  prevention  of  pernicious  political  activities,  in¬ 
cluding  such  functions  under  the  Act  of  July  19,  1940 
(54  Stat.  767),  as  amended; 

(iv)  The  hearing  or  providing  for  the  hearing  of  appeals, 
including  appeals  with  respect  to  examination  ratings,  vet¬ 
erans’  preference,  racial  and  religious  discrimination,  disci¬ 
plinary  action,  efficiency  ratings,  and  dismissals,  and  the 
taking  of  such  final  action  on  such  appeals  as  is  now  author¬ 
ized  to  be  taken  by  the  Commission; 

(v)  The  recommendation  to  the  President  for  transmission 
to  the  Congress  of  such  legislative  or  other  measures  as  will 
promote  an  efficient  Federal  service  and  a  systematic  appli¬ 
cation  of  merit  system  principles,  including  measures  relating 
to  the  selection,  promotion,  transfer,  performance,  pay, 
conditions  of  service,  tenure,  and  separation  of  Federal 
emplo3rees ; 

(vi)  The  investigation  of  matters  pertaining  to  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  functions  of  the  Commission  or  Chairman;  nor 

(vii)  The  revision  and  submission  to  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  of  budget  estimates. 

(b)  The  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  sections  2  (a)  (2) 
to  2  (a)  (6),  inclusive,  of  this  reorganization  plan  shall  be  performed 
by  the  Chairman  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and  control,  by  such  of¬ 
ficers  and  employees  under  his  jurisdiction  as  he  shall  designate. 

(c)  Each  Civil  Service  Commissioner,  including  the  Chairman,  and 
duly  authorized  representatives  of  the  Commission  or  Chairman,  shall 
have  authority  to  administer  oaths  pursuant  to  section  1  of  the  Act 
of  August  23,  1912  (ch.  350  (37  Stat.  372)). 

Sec.  3.  Executive  Director. — There  shall  be  under  the  Chairman  an 
Executive  Director  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Chairman  under 
the  classified  civil  service.  During  the  absence  or  disability  of  the 
Chairman,  or  in  the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  Chairman,  the 
Executive  Director  shall  perform  those  functions  of  the  Chairman 
which  are  transferred  to  the  Chairman  by  the  provisions  of  sections 
2  (a)  (2)  to  2  (a)  (6),  inclusive,  of  this  reorganization  plan  unless  the 
President  shall  designate  another  person  so  to  perform  said  functions: 
Provided,  That  the  Executive  Director  shall  at  no  time  sit  as  a  member 
or  acting  member  of  the  Commission. 

Sec.  4.  Offices  abolished. — The  heretofore  existing  offices  of  Execu¬ 
tive  Director  and  Chief  Examiner,  and  the  office  of  Secretary  of  the 
Commission  and  the  title  of  “President  of  the  United  States  Civil 
Service  Commission”  are  hereby  abolished. 

o 
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MESSAGE 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  6  OF  1949,  DESIGNED  TO  STRENGTHEN 
THE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  MARITIME 
COMMISSION  BY  MAKING  THE  CHAIRMAN  THE  EXECUTIVE  AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICER  OF  THE  COMMISSION  AND  VESTING 
IN  HIM  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  THE  APPOINTMENT  OF  ITS  PER¬ 
SONNEL  AND  THE  SUPERVISION  AND  DIRECTION  OF  THEIR 
ACTIVITIES 


June  20,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  Reorganization  Plan  No.  6  of  1949,  prepared 
in  accordance  with  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  This  plan  is 
designed  to  strengthen  the  administration  of  the  United  States 
Maritime  Commission  by  making  the  Chairman  the  chief  executive 
and  administrative  officer  of  the  Commission  and  vesting  in  him 
responsibility  for  the  appointment  of  its  personnel  and  the  supervision 
and  direction  of  their  activities.  After  investigation,  I  have  found 
and  hereby  declare  that  each  reorganization  included  in  this  plan  is 
necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
section  2  (a)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 

Unlike  other  major  regulatory  commissions,  the  Maritime  Commis¬ 
sion  is  responsible  not  only  for  the  performance  of  important  regulatory 
functions  but  also  for  the  administration  of  large  and  complex  operat¬ 
ing  and  promotional  programs.  Whereas  the  budgets  of  most  regula¬ 
tory  agencies  amount  to  only  a  few  million  dollars  annually,  the  ex¬ 
penditures  of  the  Maritime  Commission  exceed  $130,000,000  a  year. 
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As  a  result  of  the  war  the  Commission  is  the  owner  of  a  fleet  of  over 
2,300  ships,  aggregating  more  than  23,000,000  dead-weight  tons. 

"While  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Government,  as  set  forth  by  the  Mer¬ 
chant  Marine  Act  of  1936  and  the  Merchant  Ship  Sales  Act  of  1946, 
to  develop  and  maintain  an  adequate  and  effective  merchant  marine 
under  private  ownership,  the  Commission  is  still  confronted  with  the 
necessity  of  carrying  on  substantial  programs  for  the  charter  and  sale 
of  Government-owned  vessels  and  with  the  continuing  task  of  main¬ 
taining  the  reserve  merchant  fleet. 

Apart  from  its  functions  with  respect  to  the  war-built  fleet,  the 
accomplishment  of  the  Government’s  permanent  objective  with  respect 
to  the  development  of  the  American  merchant  marine  inevitably  in¬ 
volves  the  Commission  to  a  wide  variety  of  activities.  Among  these 
are  the  regulation  of  rates  and  competitive  practices  of  water  carriers, 
the  determination  of  essential  trade  routes  and  services,  the  award  of 
subsidies  to  offset  differences  between  American  and  foreign  costs,  the 
design  and  construction  of  ships,  the  inspection  of  subsidized  vessels, 
and  the  training  of  seamen. 

In  the  last  2  years  the  operation  of  the  Maritime  Commission 
has  been  subjected  to  independent  examination  by  three  bodies — the 
President’s  Advisory  Committee  on  the  Merchant  Marine,  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  and  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment.  All  of  these  studies  have  pointed  to  difficulties  in  the  conduct 
of  the  Commission’s  business  and  the  necessity  of  improved  organi¬ 
zation  to  strengthen  the  administration  of  the  agencies.  The  reme¬ 
dies  proposed  have  differed  in  some  respects,  but  all  the  studies  have 
emphasized  the  need  of  concentrating  in  a  single  official  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  a  large  part  of  the  agency’s  work. 

During  the  war  such  a  concentration  was  temporarily  accomplished 
by  Executive  order  under  the  authority  of  the  First  War  Powers  Act. 
In  effect,  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  as  War  Shipping  Adminis¬ 
trator,  was  made  directly  responsible  for  the  administration  of  several 
major  operating  programs  of  the  Commission.  This  arrangement 
proved  its  value  under  the  stress  of  war.  About  a  year  after  the  end 
of  the  fighting,  however,  it  was  terminated  and  the  organization  re¬ 
verted  to  the  prewar  pattern. 

As  a  result  of  postwar  experience,  the  Commission  appointed  a 
general  manager  in  1948.  While  this  has  brought  considerable  im¬ 
provement,  it  has  not  extricated  the  Commission  from  administration 
to  the  degree  which  is  desirable. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  problems  involved  in  improving 
the  operation  of  the  Maritime  Commission,  I  have  concluded  that  the 
proper  action  at  this  time  is  to  concentrate  in  the  Chairman  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  the  internal  administration  of  the  agency.  This  is 
achieved  by  the  proposed  reorganization  plan  by  transferring  to  the 
Chairman  the  appointment  of  the  personnel  of  the  agency,  except  for 
the  immediate  assistants  of  the  Commissioners,  and  the  supervision 
and  direction  of  their  work.  This  is  substantially  the  arrangement 
recommended  for  regulatory  commissions  bv  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government. 

Such  a  plan  of  organization  has  many  advantages.  It  leaves  in  the 
Commission  as  a  body  the  performance  of  regulatory  functions,  the 
determination  of  subsidies,  and  the  determination  of  major  policies. 
Thus,  it  utilizes  the  Commission  for  the  type  of  work  for  which  such 
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a  body  is  best  adapted.  At  the  same  time  the  plan  places  under  a 
single  official  the  day-to-day  direction  of  the  work  of  the  staff  within 
the  policies  and  determinations  adopted  by  the  Commission  in  the 
exercise  of  its  functions.  This  will  provide  more  businesslike  adminis¬ 
tration  and  help  to  overcome  the  delays,  backlogs,  and  operating 
difficulties  which  have  hampered  the  agency.  At  the  same  time  by 
freeing  the  members  of  the  Commission  of  much  detail,  the  plan  will 
enable  them  to  concentrate  on  major  questions  of  policy  and  program 
and  thereby  will  obtain  earlier  and  better  considered  resolution  of  the 
basic  problems  of  the  agency. 

Though  the  taking  effect  of  this  plan  in  itself  may  not  result  in 
substantial  immediate  economies,  it  is  probable  that  the  improved 
organizational  arrangements  will  bring  about,  over  a  period  of  time, 
improved  operations  and  substantially  reduced  expenditures.  An 
itemization  of  these  reductions,  however,  in  advance  if  actual  experi¬ 
ence  under  the  plan  is  not  practicable. 

I  am  convinced  that  this  reorganization  plan  will  contribute  impor¬ 
tantly  to  the  more  businesslike  and  efficient  administration  of  the 
programs  of  the  Maritime  Commission. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  June  20,  1949. 
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visions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  approved  June  20,  1949 

UNITED  STATES  MARITIME  COMMISSION 

Section  1.  Administration  of  functions  of  Commission. — The  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  United  States  Maritime  Commission  shall  be  the  chief 
executive  and  administrative  officer  of  the  United  States  Maritime 
Commission.  In  executing  and  administering  on  behalf  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  its  functions  (exclusive  of  functions  transferred  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  2  of  this  reorganization  plan)  the  Chairman  shall 
be  governed  by  the  policies,  regulatory  decisions,  findings,  and 
determinations  of  the  Commission. 

Sec.  2.  Transfer  of  functions. — There  are  hereby  transferred  from 
the  United  States  Maritime  Commission  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  the  functions  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to  (1)  the  ap¬ 
pointment  and  supervision  of  all  personnel  employed  under  the  Com¬ 
mission,  (2)  the  distribution  of  business  among  such  personnel  and 
among  organizational  units  of  the  Commission,  and  (3)  the  use  and  ex¬ 
penditure  of  funds  for  administrative  purposes:  Provided,  That  the 
provisions  of  this  section  do  not  extend  to  personnel  employed  regu¬ 
larly  and  full  time  in  the  offices  of  members  of  the  Commission  other 
than  the  Chairman:  Provided  further,  That  the  heads  of  the  major 
administrative  units  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Chaijjman  only  after 
consultation  with  the  other  members  of  the  Commission. 

Sec.  3.  Performance  of  transferred  functions. — The  functions  of  the 
Chairman  under  the  provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan  shall  be 
performed  by  him  or,  subject  to  his  supervision  and  direction,  by  such 
officers  and  employees  under  his  jurisdiction  as  he  shall  designate. 
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REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  7  OF  1949— TRANSFERRING 
THE  PUBLIC  ROADS  ADMINISTRATION 


MESSAGE 


'  FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  7  OF  1949,  TRANSFERRING  THE 
PUBLIC  ROADS  ADMINISTRATION  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
COMMERCE 


June  20,  1 949.— Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949,  prepared 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 
This  plan  transfers  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce.  After  investigation  I  have  found  and  hereby 
declare  that  each  reorganization  included  in  this  plan  is  necessary  to 
accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  2  (a)  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 

This  plan  directly  carries  out  the  recommendation  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  with 
respect  to  the  Public  Roads  Administration.  That  the  Department 
of  Commerce  is  the  appropriate  location  for  the  Public  Roads  Admin¬ 
istration  in  the  executive  branch  is  evident  from  the  nature  of  its 
functions  and  the  basic  purpose  of  the  Department.  The  Public 
Roads  Administration  is  primarily  engaged  in  planning  and  financing 
the  development  of  the  highways  which  provide  the  essential  facilities 
for  motor  transportation  throughout  the  country.  Tlius,  it  comes 
directly  within  the  purpose  of  the  Department  of  Commerce,  as 
defined  by  its  organic  act,  which  provides: 

It  shall  be  the  province  and  duty  of  said  Department  to  foster,  promote,  and 
develop  the  foreign  and  domestic  commerce  *  *  *  and  the  transportation 

facilities  of  the  United  States. 

In  its  reorganization  proposals,  the  Commission  on  Organization  of 
the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  adhered  to  the  statutory 
definition  of  the  functions  and  role  of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
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President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  and  the  Congress  likewise  wTere 
guided  by  this  concept  of  the  Department  in  transferring  to  it  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Administration  and  the  Inland  Waterways  Cor¬ 
poration  under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1939.  A  careful  review 
of  the  structure  of  the  executive  branch  reveals  no  other  department 
or  agency  in  which  the  Public  Roads  Administration  can  so  appro¬ 
priately  be  located. 

The  desirability  of  this  transfer  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
is  further  emphasized  by  its  relation  to  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  bill  now  pending  in  the  Senate.  This  bill 
creates  a  new  General  Services  Administration  and  concentrates  in  it 
the  principal  central  administrative  service  programs  of  the  executive 
branch.  The  bill  also  revises  the  basic  legislation  on  property  man¬ 
agement.  It  has  been  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives  by  an 
overwhelming  vote  and  unanimously  reported  by  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments  and  awaits 
final  action  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  This  measure  substantially 
conforms  to  recommendations  which  I  submitted  to  the  Congress 
more  than  a  year  ago  and  to  proposals  more  recently  presented  by  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  with  which  I  concur.  The  enactment  of  this  bill  will  constitute 
an  important  step  in  increasing  the  efficiency  of  Federal  administra¬ 
tion.  Since  the  bill  makes  permanent  provision  for  the  disposal  of 
surplus  property,  now  handled  by  the  War  Assets  Administration 
which  will  expire  by  law  on  June  30,  early  enactment  is  vital. 

In  establishing  the  General  Services  Administration  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  bill  transfers  to  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  all  of  the  functions  and  units  of  the  Federal  Works  Agency. 
Part  of  these  functions  relating  to  the  housing  of  the  governmental 
establishment  clearly  fall  within  the  purpose  of  such  an  Administration. 
Certain  other  functions  of  the  Federal  Works  Agency,  however,  bear 
very  little  real  relation  to  the  objectives  of  the  General  Services 
Administration.  The  congressional  committees  which  have  dealt 
with  the  bill  have  frankly  indicated  that  further  consideration  must  be 
given  to  the  proper  location  of  some  of  the  programs  of  the  Federal 
Works  Agency.  The  sooner  these  unrelated  programs  can  be  removed 
from  the  new  agency,  the  sooner  it  can  concentrate  its  efforts  upon 
improving  administrative  services  throughout  the  executive  branch 
and  make  the  contribution  to  governmental  efficiency  for  which  it  has 
been  designed. 

Principal  among  the  programs  of  the  Federal  Works  Agency  which 
are  unrelated  to  the  General  Services  Administration  are  those  of 
the  Public  Roads  Administration.  This  agency  is  primarily  engaged 
in  the  administration  of  Federal  grants  to  States  for  highway  purposes 
rather  than  in  the  performance  of  services  for  other  Federal  agencies. 
Its  functions,  therefore,  do  not  fall  within  the  field  of  activities  of  the 
General  Services  Administration.  Their  inclusion  cannot  but  com¬ 
plicate  and  impede  the  development  of  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  in  the  performance  of  its  intended  purpose.  This  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  will  eliminate  such  a  difficulty. 

Since  the  Public  Roads  Administration  will  be  transferred  bodily 
from  one  major  agency  to  another,  it  is  not  to  be  expected  that  this 
reorganization  will  directly  result  in  any  appreciable  reduction  in  its 
expenditures  at  this  time.  Howevqr,  the  plan  will  make  for  better 
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organization  and  direction  of  Federal  programs  relating  to  transpor¬ 
tation.  Assuming  the  early  enactment  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  bill,  the  plan  will  also  materially  simplify 
the  development  of  the  proposed  General  Services  Administration 
and  thereby  facilitate  improvements  in  the  efficiency  of  administrative 
services  throughout  the  Government. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  June  20,  194-9. 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  7  OF  1949 

Prepared  by  the  President  and  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  Congress  assembled,  June  20,  1949,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  approved  June  20,  1949 

PUBLIC  ROADS  ADMINISTRATION 

Section  1.  Transfer  of  Public  Roads  Administration.- — The  Public 
Roads  Administration,  together  with  its  functions,  including  the 
functions  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  is  hereby  transferred 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  shall  be  administered  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  subject  to  the  direction  and  control 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  2.  Transfer  of  certain  functions  of  Federal  Works  Adminis¬ 
trator. —  All  functions  of  the  Federal  Works  Administrator  with  respect 
to  the  agency  and  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  section 
1  hereof  are  hereby  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and 
control,  by  such  officers,  employees,  and  agencies  of  the  Department 
of  Commerce  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate. 

Sec.  3.  Records,  property,  personnel,  and  funds. — There  are  hereby 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  Commerce,  to  be  used,  employed, 
and  expended  in  connection  with  the  functions  transferred  by  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  reorganization  plan,  the  records  and  property  now  being 
used  or  held  in  connection  with  such  functions,  the  personnel  employed 
in  connection  with  such  functions,  together  with  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads,  and  the  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  alloca¬ 
tions,  and  other  funds  available  or  to  be  made  available  for  use  in 
connection  with  such  functions.  Such  further  measures  and  disposi¬ 
tions  as  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to 
be  necessary  in  order  to  effectuate  the  transfers  provided  for  in  this 
section  shall  be  carried  out  in  such  manner  as  the  Director  shall  direct 
and  by  such  agencies  as  he  shall  designate. 

Sec.  4.  Effect  of  reorganization  plan. — The  provisions  of  this  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  shall  become  effective  notwithstanding  the  status  of 
the  Public  Roads  Administration  within  the  Federal  Works  Agency 
or  within  any  other  agency  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of 
this  reorganization  plan. 
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1st  Session 


H.  J.  RES.  328 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  27, 1949 

Mr.  Judd  introduced  the  following  joint  resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 


JOINT  RESOLUTION 

Providing  that  reorganization  plans  numbered  3,  4,  5,  6,  and  7 
of  1949  shall  take  effect  at  the  close  of  August  19,  1949. 

1  Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 

2  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  provisions  of  reorganization  plans  numbered  3,  4, 

4  5,  6,  and  7  of  1949,  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  June  20, 

5  1949,  shall  take  effect  at  the  close  of  August  19,  1949,  not- 

6  withstanding  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of 

7  1949. 
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SENATE 


i 


Report 
No.  837 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  3  OF  1949— POST  OFFICE 

DEPARTMENT 


August  4  (legislative  day  June  2),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McClellan,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

The  President  on  June  20,  1949,  submitted  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  3  of  1949  to  accomplish  those  recommendations  of  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government  affecting 
the  reorganization  of  the  Post  Office  Department  which  can  be  effec¬ 
tuated  under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  Although  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments  is  not  required 
to  report  favorably  on  reorganization  plans,  the  committee  feels  it 
desirable  to  do  so  in  order  to  provide  the  Senate  with  adequate 
information  concerning  the  plans. 

The  President  in  his  transmittal  letter  said: 

This  plan  constitutes  an  important  first  step  in  strengthening  the  organization 
of  the  Post  Office  Department,  and  the  plan  carries  into  effect  those  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government  which  can  be  accomplished  under  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization 
Act.  I  am  also  transmitting  to  the  Congress  recommendations  for  legislation 
which  will  implement  other  recommendations  of  the  Commission  and  place  the 
operations  of  the  Post  Office  Department  on  a  more  businesslike  basis.  The 
primary  result  of  this  reorganization  plan  will  be  more  effective  administration. 
Although  a  substantial  reduction  in  expenditures  will  not  be  brought  about  by 
the  plan  alone,  major  economies  can  be  achieved  over  a  period  of  time  as  a  result 
of  this  plan  and  the  enactment  of  the  postal  legislation  which  I  am  recommending 
to  the  Congress. 

The  provisions  of  the  plan  are  as  follows: 

Section  1  would  transfer  to  the  Postmaster  General  the  functions 
of  all  subordinate  officers  and  agencies  of  the  Post  Office  Department, 
including  the  functions  of  each  Assistant  Postmaster  General,  and 
the  Purchasing  Agent  for  the  Post  Office  Department,  the  Comptroller, 
and  the  Bureau  of  Accounts.  This  is  in  accord  with  part  III,  Depart¬ 
mental  Management,  of  report  No.  1  on  General  Management  of  the 
Executive  Branch,  relating  to  the  delegation  of  authority  and  func¬ 
tions  to  any  officer,  employee,  or  agency  of  the  Department. 
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Section  2  creates  a  Deputy  Postmaster  General  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  in  lieu  of  a  Director  of  Posts  contained  in  the  Hoover 

Commission  recommendations.  ,  .  ,  , 

Section  3  creates  four  Assistant  Postmasters  General  to  be  appointed 
bv  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
in  lieu  of  the  existing  First,  Second,  Third,  and  Fourth  Assistant 

Postmasters  General.  ...  ,,  u 

Section  4  creates  an  advisory  board  in  accordance  with  the  Hoo\ei 

Commission  recommendations.  „  +.  run 

Section  5  abolishes  the  Bureau  of  Accounts  m  the  1  ost  Office 
Department,  including  the  Office  of  the  Comptroller  and  the  Office 
of  the  Purchasing  Agent.  This  accords  with  recommendations  ot  the 
Hoover  Commission  relative  to  the  delegation  of  authority  to  the 
Secretaries  for  reallocation  of  authority  and  functions  to  conform  to 
reorganizations  effected  under  such  plan.  This  section  also  provides 
for  the  abolition  of  the  First,  Second,  Third,  and  Fourth  Assistant 
Postmasters  General,  but  the  incumbents  of  these  positions,  im¬ 
mediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  plan,  are  to  be  reappointed 
as  Assistant  Postmasters  General,  to  fill  posts  created  under  section  3. 

Section  6  requires  that  employees  now  being  employed  and  records 
and  property  now  being  used  or  held  in  connection  with  any  functions 
transferred  by  the  provisions  of  the  plan  are  to  be  reallocated  as 
designated  by  the  Postmaster  General  to  conform  to  the  change  in 
functions  authorized  under  the  plan.  This  conforms  to  general 
Hoover  Commission  recommendations  under  the  General  Manage- 

m' A  comparison  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  3  with  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission,  indicates  that  it  conforms  or  deviates 

in  the  following  respects:  .  •  i 

Recommendation  No.  1:  The  postmaster  should  not  be  an  official 
of  a  political  party.  No  reference  is  made  to  this  recommendation 

111  Recommendation  No.  2:  A  Director  of  Posts  should  be  appointed 
bv  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate  as  operating  head  ot 
the  Post  Office  Department.  This  recommendation  was  omitted  from 
the  plan,  and  a  Deputy  Postmaster  General  designated. 

Recommendation  No.  3:  The  postal  service  should  be  decentralized 
into  15  regions  under  regional  directors  of  posts  and  district  supenn- 
fendents  No  mention  of  this  was  included  m  the  plan. 

Recommendation  No.  4:  A  National  Board  of  seven  advisers 
servin*1'  part  time  and  representing  the  different  elements  of  the 
public’ should  be  appointed  by  the  President  with  the  Postmaste 
General  as  ex  officio  Chairman,  and  the  Director  ot  Posts,  ex  officio, 
as  Vice  Chairman.  This  recommendation  has  been  included 
section  4  of  the  plan  under  which  an  Advisory  Board  is  cieated, 
composed  of  seven  members  serving  part  tune  and  representing  the 
different  elements  of  the  public,  of  which  the  Postmaster  General  will 
be  Chairman  and  the  Deputy  Postmaster  General  the  Vice  Chairman 
Recommendation  No.  5,  that  the  confirmation  of  postmasters  by 
the  Senate  should  be  abolished,  is  not  included  m  the  plan. 

Recommendations  6,  7,  and  8,  relating  to  buf ness 
budgeting,  accounting,  and  internal  operations  of  the  Post  Office  De 
partment  are  not  included  in  the  plan. 
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The  Honorable  Herbert  Hoover,  Chairman  of  the  Commission  on 
Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch,  testified  before  the  committee 
on  June  30,  1949,  that  the  President’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  3 — 

is  a  preliminary  step  going  as  far  as  the  President’s  authority  under  the  act 
permits. 

He  continued: 

However,  since  this  plan  was  sent  up,  the  President  has  sent  certain  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Congress  covering  the  entire  reorganization  of  the  Post  Office 
Department,  and  a  bill  for  reorganization  has  been  introduced. 

Since  the  submission  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  3,  four  bills  have 
been  introduced  in  the  Senate  to  further  implement  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations,  all  of  which  are  under  consideration  by  the 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  as  follows: 

S.  2062:  Providing  for  changes  in  laws  applicable  to  the  Post  Office 
Department  to  furnish  a  basis  for  reorganization  of  the  Department, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  2097:  Appointment  of  postmasters,  first,  second,  and  third  class 
by  promotion  within  civil  service. 

S.  2212:  To  provide  for  improved  financial  control  over  the  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Post  Office  Department. 

S.  2213:  Relating  to  the  appointment  of  postmasters  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  Postmaster  General  in  a  letter  of  comment  to  the  committee 
agrees  that — 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  3  carries  into  effect  these  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  which  can  be  adopted  by  resort  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Reorganization  Act. 

The  Postmaster  General  concluded  that — 

The  enactment  of  S.  2212,  together  with  legislative  concurrence  in  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  3  will  result  in  long-range  major  economies.  The  immediate  effect 
will  be  to  enable  the  P ostmaster  General  to  more  effectively  organize  and  adminis¬ 
ter  the  postal  service.  Effective  administration  of  a  business  as  large  as  the 
postal  service  cannot  be  achieved  unless  the  Postmaster  General  is  given  proper 
administrative  freedom.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  authorities  granted  by 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  3  and  S.  2212  are  essential  to  the  efficient  management 
of  the  postal  service.  The  Postmaster  General  is  presently  circumscribed  by  too 
many  controls  vested  in  persons  not  connected  with  the  service.  These  controls 
must  be  transferred  to  the  Postmaster  General  if  he  is  to  properly  administer  the 
postal  service. 

The  letter  from  the  Postmaster  General,  forwarded  to  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  in 
response  to  a  request  for  his  views  relative  to  the  recommendations 
of  the  Hoover  Commission  which  affect  the  Post  Office  Department, 
expresses  dissent  with  certain  of  the  Commission’s  recommendations, 
particularly  relative  to  the  appointment  of  a  Director  of  Posts  and 
the  decentralization  of  the  postal  service  to  15  regions.  This  letter  is 
now  being  prepared  for  public  release. 
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REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  4  OF  1949— TRANSFERRING 
THE  NATIONAL  SECURITY  COUNCIL  AND  THE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  SECURITY  RESOURCES  BOARD 


August  4  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McClellan,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Departments,  submitted  the  following 


REPORT 


On  June  20,  1949,  the  President  of  the  United  States  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  Reorganization  Plan  No.  4  of  1949,  prepared  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  While 
not  required  to  do  so  under  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act 
of  1949,  this  committee  is  reporting  the  plan  favorably  in  order  that 
the  record  may  be  clear  and  the  Senate  may  be  cognizant  of  the 
inspection  and  consideration  of  the  plan  by  the  committee,  as  required 
by  law. 

PURPOSE 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  4  of  1949  transfers  the  National  Security 
Council  (NSC)  and  National  Security  Resources  Board  (NSRB)  to 
the  Executive  Office  of  the  President,  in  line  with  recommendations 
of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government.  An  accompanying  press  release  emphasizes  the  need  of 
well-coordinated  staff  facilities  to  help  the  President  to  provide  effec¬ 
tive  administration.  Ten  years  back,  several  staff  agencies  were 
grouped  into  an  Executive  Office  of  the  President  (EOP).  The  greatly 
improved  staff  assistance  thereby  supplied  to  the  President  prompts 
this  proposal  to  expand  EOP  to  include  the  NSC  and  NSRB. 

The  President’s  message  transmitting  plan  No.  4,  states  that  these 
two  agencies — 

assist,  the  President  in  developing  plans  and  policies  which  extend  beyond  the 
responsibility  of  any  single  department  of  the  Government  (since)  their  work 
needs  to  be  coordinated  to  the  fullest  degree  with  that  of  other  staff  arms  of  the 
President,  such  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Council  of  Economic  Ad¬ 
visers,  it  is  highly  desirable  that  they  be  incorporated  in  the  Executive  Office  of 
the  President.  The  importance  of  this  transfer  was  recognized  bv  the  Commission 
on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government,  which  specifically 
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recommended  such  a  change  as  one  of  the  essential  steps  in  strengthening  the 
staff  facilities  of  the  President  and  improving  the  over-all  management  of  the 
executive  branch. 

PRESENT  WORK  AND  STATUS  OF  NSC  AND  NSRB 

NSC. — The  NSC  must  by  statute  appraise  United  States  “objec¬ 
tives,  commitments,  and  risks  in  relation  to  actual  and  potential 
military  power  (consider),  policies  on  matters  of  common  interest  to 
(agencies)  concerned  with  the  national  security,”  and  make  recom¬ 
mendations  thereon.  It  is  an  advisory  body  to  the  President  and 
not  one  of  the  various  agencies  within  the  National  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment.  t  . 

The  President  as  chairman  controls  NSC  business,  making  his 
desires  known  through  the  executive  secretary  who  is  appointed  by 
the  President  without  Senate  confirmation,  and  who  acts  as  the 
President’s  staff  assistant  for  national  security  matters.  The  President 
is  briefed  daily  by  the  executive  secretary  on  the  development  of  NSC 
affairs.  He  uses  the  executive  secretary  on  national  security  matters 
which  require  the  coordination  of  efforts  of  various  departments. 
NSC  studies  may  be  submitted  for  advice  and  comment  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers,  and  other 
Presidential  assistants,  either  during  preparation  or  after  submission 
as  the  President  may  prefer. 

A  special  memorandum  prepared  by  the  executive  branch  in  support 
of  the  proposed  reorganization  plan  concludes  that — 

the  Council  function  of  advising  the  President  indicates  the  desirability  of  its 
official  recognition  as  a  strictly  Presidential  staff  organization,  a  high-policy 
planning  arm  of  the  President.  It  pulls  together  the  factors  involved  in  a  national 
security  problem  and  presents  to  the  office  an  integrated  proposal  for  a  United 
States  policy.  This  requires  the  coordination  of  Cabinet  members  and  other 
high  Government  officials  which  can  and  should  be  done  only  by  the  President 
or  in  his  name  *  *  * 

The  NSC  and  its  staff  (31  individuals,  half  of  whom  are  detailed 
from  departments  and  agencies,  and  half  are  permanent  career 
employees;  current  budget  of  $200,000)  are  now  housed  in  the  Old 
State  Department  Building  together  with  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President.  The  Council  meets  regularly  in  the  conference  room  of  the 
White  House. 

NSRB. — NSRB  mobilization  planning  requires  ( a )  identification 
of  the  measures  needed  to  mobilize  the  Nation  s  human,  natural, 
financial,  and  productive  resources  to  meet  wartime  needs,  and 
( b )  “readiness  planning”  to  ascertain  the  present  steps,  such  as  stock 
piling  and  selective  service,  which  will  assure  that  national  resource* 
will  not  be  inadequate  in  critical  areas  in  the  event  of  war.  For  such 
purposes  the  NSRB  in  its  brief  history  has  advised  the  President  on 
such  vital  security  issues  as  the  stock  piling  of  strategic  and  critical 
materials,  domestic  rubber  production  policies,  relocation  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  industry,  and  the  impact  of  security  plans  on  the  Nation’s 
resources . 

To  meet  statutory  requirements,  the  NSRB  cooperates  closely 
with  other  Presidential  staff  agencies.  Thus  it  works  with  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  apply  the  “readiness  measures”  quoted 
above,  and  to  place  mobilization  planning  for  war  upon  peacetime 
considerations.  Likewise,  it  must  cooperate  closely  with  the  Council 
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of  Economic  Advisers  to  evolve  those  readiness  measures  which  do 
not  cause  undue  stresses  and  strains  on  the  peacetime  economy. 
With  relation  to  the  NSC,  it  injects  into  the  work  of  that  body 
evaluations  of  national  security  resources,  and  policies  of  economic 
mobilization.  Outside  the  staff  agencies  of  the  President,  the  NSRB 
must  also  assume  leadership  in  coordinating  and  stimulating  various 
executive  agencies  to  undertake  readiness  measures. 

HOOVER  COMMISSION  REPORT  ON  GENERAL  MANAGEMENT 

The  portion  of  this  report  devoted  to  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President  discusses  the  Presidential  practice  of  many  years  of  setting 
up  interdepartmental  Cabinet  committees  to  advise  on  foreign  and 
domestic  aspects  of  important  problems.  Two  of  the  most  con¬ 
spicuous  of  these  committees  have  been  NSC  and  NSRB,  which  were 
made  advisory  agencies  to  the  President  by  the  National  Security 
Act  of  1947.  They  are  located  in  the  same  building  with  the  present 
members  of  the  President’s  office,  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes  are 
part  of  that  agency.  Recommendation  No.  7  of  this  Hoover  report 
reads  as  follows: 

The  National  Security  Council  and  the  National  Security  Resources  Board, 
with  their  respective  staffs,  should  be  made,  formally  as  well  as  in  practice,  a  part 
of  the  President’s  office. 

In  support  of  this  recommendation,  the  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government 
testified  at  a  hearing  by  this  committee  on  June  30,  1949,  that  the 
seven  reorganization  plans  of  1949  “are  all  steps  on  the  road  to  better 
organization  of  the  administrative  branch  *  *  *.”  With  specific 

reference  to  plan  No.  4  he  indicated  that  it — 

conforms  to  the  Commission’s  recommendations  and  accomplishes  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  major  purpose.  Again,  in  this  case  some  legislation  is  probably  required 
to  effect  the  Commission’s  further  recommendations  which  included  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  statutory  membership  on  these  two  councils. 

Subsequently,  Senator  Smith  asked  about  NSC  formulating  security 
policies,  whereas  NSRB  works  out  administrative  and  other  aspects  of 
these  policies,  and  whether  the  latter  might  not  be  eliminated  to  relieve 
the  President.  While  Mr.  Hoover  agreed  on  the  distinction  made,  he 
emphasized  that — 

these  are  practically  Cabinet  committees  and  I  do  not  think  they  add  to  his 
burdens.  (We  recommended  the  creation  of  a  special  Secretary  in  the  President’s 
office  who  would  coordinate  the  work  of  these  different  committees  and  see  they 
carry  on  this  work.) 

SUPPORTING  DATA  IN  TASK  FORCE  REPORT  H  ON  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS 

The  NSC  has  been  attacked  on  the  ground  that  its  dominant  mili¬ 
tary  membership  has  taken  over  from  the  State  Department,  impor¬ 
tant  phases  of  the  control  of  the  American  foreign  policy.  The  task 
force  report  finds  this  to  be  a  potential  rather  than  immediate  danger. 
It  emphasizes  that  an  informed  determination  of  what  should  be  done 
in  Germany  and  Korea,  for  example,  must  reflect  the  advice  of  both 
the  military  and  State  Departments. 

NSC  has  only  11  full-time  staff  personnel,  3  officers  and  8  clerical. 
It  draws  upon  the  existing  departments  for  reports  which  are  then 
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broadly  circulated  for  policy  discussion  and  determination.  It  also 
directs  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  which  coordinates  intelligence 
activities. 

NSRB  is  quite  different.  By  last  September  it  was  employing  200 
full-time  staff,  and  95  consultants  and  w.  o.  c.  employees.  The  task 
force  report  finds  that  NSRB  has  been  somewhat  isolated  from  the 
rest  of  the  executive  branch,  and  that  it  “has  not  been  able  to  fulfill 
its  role”  of  advising  the  President  on  mobilization  problems. 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  PRESIDENT 

Creation. — The  present  organization  of  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President  stems  from  the  comprehensive  1937  Brownlow-Merriam- 
Gulick  report.  The  President  set  up  this  Committee  on  Adminis¬ 
trative  Management  to  suggest  “a  comprehensive  and  balanced  pro¬ 
gram  for  dealing  with  the  overhead  organization  and  management  of 
the  executive  branch  as  it  is  established  under  the  Constitution.” 
The  report  of  the  committee  states: 

The  White  House  staff:  In  this  broad  program  of  administrative  reorganiza¬ 
tion  the  White  House  itself  is  involved.  The  President  needs  help.  His  imme¬ 
diate  staff  assistance  is  entirely  inadequate.  He  should  be  given  a  small  num¬ 
ber  of  executive  assistants  who  would  be  his  direct  aides  in  dealing  with  the 
managerial  agencies  and  administrative  departments  of  the  Government.  These 
assistants,  probably  not  exceeding  six  in  number,  would  be  in  addition  to  his 
present  secretaries,  who  deal  with  the  public,  with  the  Congress,  and  with  the 
press  and  the  radio.  *  *  * 

This  recommendation  arises  from  the  growing  complexity  and  magnitude  of 
the  work  of  the  President’s  office.  Special  assistance  is  needed  to  insure  that  all 
matters  coming  to  the  attention  of  the  President  have  been  examined  from  the 
over-all  managerial  point  of  view,  as  well  as  from  all  standpoints  that  would  bear 
on  policy  and  operation  *  *  *. 

The  three  managerial  agencies,  the  Civil  Service  Administration,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  and  the  National  Resources  Board  should  be  part  and  parcel  of 
the  Executive  Office.  Thus  the  President  would  have  reporting  to  him  directly 
the  three  managerial  institutions  whose  work  and  activities  would  affect  all  of 
the  administrative  departments  (pp.  5-6). 

Planning  management:  In  addition  to  the  means  already  indicated  as  desirable 
for  fiscal  and  personnel  management  it  is  essential  that  machinery  for  over-all 
planning  management  be  provided  for  the  use  of  the  Executive  *  *  *. 

To  help  manage  many  scattered  and  important  agencies:  It  is  recommended 
that  a  permanent  National  Resources  Board  be  set  up  to  replace  the  present 
temporary  committee  created  by  Executive  order.  This  committee  was  first 
set  up  by  the  Public  Works  Administrator  in  1933,  and  later  was  established  by 
Executive  order  as  the  National  Resources  Board.  It  was  then  directed  “to 
prepare  and  present  to  the  President  a  program  and  plan  of  procedure  dealing 
with  the  physical,  social,  governmental,  and  economic  aspects  of  public  policies 
for  the  development  and  use  of  land,  water,  and  other  national  resources,  and 
such  related  subjects  as  may  from  time  to  time  be  referred  to  it  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent”  (p.  27). 

The  first  function  of  such  an  agency  is  to  serve  as  a  clearinghouse  of  planning 
interests  and  concerns  in  the  national  effort  to  prevent  waste  and  improve  our 
national  living  standards.  Another  is  to  cooperate  with  departmental,  State,  and 
local  agencies  *  *  *. 

Another  function  is  that  of  collecting  and  analyzing  data  relating  to  our  national 
resources,  both  human  and  physical,  and  of  shaping  up  advisory  plans  for  the 
better  use  of  these  resources  *  *  *.  Unless  some  overhead  central  agency 

takes  an  over-all  view  from  time  to  time,  analyzes  facts,  and  suggests  plans  to 
insure  the  preservation  of  the  equilibrium  upon  which  our  American  democracy 
rests,  there  is  danger  that  it  will  be  badly  upset  *  *  *  (pp.  27-28). 
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By  1939  statute  the  National  Resources  Planning  Board  (NRPB) 
was  established  in  the  Executive  Office.  Under  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  of  1939  there  was  merged  with  that  Board  the  functions  and 
personnel  of  the  National  Resources  Committee  and  the  Federal 
Employment  Stabilization  Office  in  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
After  various  intervening  changes  an  act  of  1943  abolished  the  NRPB. 

Under  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1939,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
was  also  transferred  from  the  Treasury  to  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President  where  it  has  expanded  markedly  in  personnel  and  work. 
To  bring  conformance  with  other  changes  in  nomenclature,  the 
Hoover  Commission  ik>w  recommends  that  this  agency  become  the 
Office  of  the  Budget  in  the  President’s  office. 

In  1939,  also,  one  of  the  administrative  assistants  to  the  President 
was  assigned  as  liaison  officer  of  personnel  management  to  assist  in 
the  preparation  of  legislation  dealing  with  personnel,  and  to  maintain 
close  contact  with  the.  departments  and  agencies  on  their  personnel- 
management  policies.  Presumably  that  assignment  will  be  modified, 
if,  as  the  Hoover  Commission  recommends,  the  President’s  office  is 
expanded  bv  an  Office  of  Personnel,  the  director  of  which  is  to  be  the 
Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

In  1946  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers  was  created  by  statute  to 
study  and  report  on  national  economic  developments  and  trends. 
The  Council  consists  of  three  members  appointed  by  the  President 
with  the  consent  of  the  Senate.  Hoover  Commission  Report  No.  1 
on  General  Management  proposes  that  the  Council  be  now  replaced 
by  a  single-headed  Office  of  the  Economic  Adviser. 

In  1947,  the  National  Security  Act  created  both  the  National 
Security  Council  and  the  National  Security  Resources  Board.  As 
indicated  above,  the  Hoover  Commission  recommends  that  they 
become  “formally,  as  well  as  in  practice,  a  part  of  the  President’s 
office.” 

The  following  comparison  covers  the  numerous  changes  in  the 
Executive  Office  recommended  in  Ploover  Commission  reports: 


MAKE-UP  OF  THE  EXISTING  EXECUTIVE 
OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

1.  The  White  House  office,  including 
administrative  assistants. 


2.  Council  of  Economic  Advisers. 

3.  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

4.  Liaison  Office  for  Personnel  Manage¬ 

ment  (an  administrative  assistant). 


PROPOSED  president’s  OFFICE  ON  BASIS 
OF  HOOVER  REPORTS 

1.  The  White  House  office,  including 

administrative  assistants,  and  staff 
secretary  to  “facilitate  teamwork” 
with  interdepartmental  commit¬ 
tees,  etc. 

2.  Office  of  the  Economic  Adviser. 

3.  Office  of  the  Budget. 

4.  Office  of  Personnel. 

5.  National  Security  Council,  including 

Central  Intelligence  Agency. 

6.  National  Security  Resources  Board. 

7.  Board  of  Impartial  Analysis  for 

Engineering  and  Architectural 
projects. 

8.  Office  of  General  Services. 
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Instead  of  simply  adding  new  agencies  to  the  President’s  office, 
there  should  be  a  general  policy  to  govern  its  best  internal  organiza¬ 
tion.  Such  a  policy  might  prescribe  primary  agencies  to  control  broad 
areas  of  personnel,  finance,  planning,  and  housekeeping,  all  activities 
then  to  be  grouped  under  those  three  categories. 

pending  legislation 

S.  942,  the  proposed  General  Executive  Management  Act,  1949, 
specifically  includes  the  National  Security  Council  and  the  National 
Security  Resources  Board  as  constituent  units  of  the  Exceutive  Office 
of  the  President.  It  also  establishes  an  executive  secretary  of  the 
Council,  and  a  Chairman  of  the  Board  who  is  to  be  appointed  by  the 
President  alone;  both  of  these  officials  are  to  have  their  salaries 
specified  in  this  statute.  This  general  bill  has  not  been  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 
pending  legislative  developments  in  related  fields. 

S.  1843,  to  amend  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947,  among  its 
proposals  for  unification  of  the  military  forces,  provides  the  substan¬ 
tive  legislation  which  is  required  to  change  the  statutory  membership 
of  the  NSC.  As  proposed  in  the  President’s  message  to  the  Congress 
on  March  5,  1949,  S.  1843  would  make  the  Secretary  of  Defense  the 
sole  representative  of  the  National  Military  Establishment  on  the 
NSC.  The  bill  provides  for  the  addition  of  the  Vice  President  as  a 
member,  along  with  such  other  officials  of  the  Executive  branch  as 
the  President,  by  and  with  the  consent  of  the  Senate,  may  appoint 
from  time  to  time  to  serve  at  his  pleasure.  The  bill  is  now  in  final 
process  of  enactment. 
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August  4  (legislative  day  June  2),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McClellan,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

On  June  20,  1949,  the  President  of  the  United  States  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  Reorganization  Plan  No.  5  of  1949,  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.. 
While  not  required  to  do  so  under  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949,  this  committee  is  reporting  favorably  on  the  plan  in 
order  that  the  record  may  be  clear  and  the  Senate  may  be  cognizant 
of  the  inspection  and  consideration  of  the  plan  by  the  committee. 

PURPOSE 

This  plan  places  the  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
(CSC),  and  the  Executive  Director  appointed  by  him  under  civil 
service  rules,  in  charge  of  day-to-day  administrative  activities,  in¬ 
cluding  application  of  all  rules  and  regulations.  It  reserves  to  the 
full  Commission  deliberative  regulatory  and  appellate  functions,  such 
as  promulgating  rules  and  regulations.  This  division  of  responsi¬ 
bilities  is  in  accord  with  Hoover  Commission  recommendations. 

A  press  release  transmitting  the  plan  emphasizes  the  Government- 
wide  importance  of  civil  service  administration.  It  discusses  the 
history  and  development  of  the  CSC,  established  as  a  bipartisan 
three-membered  body  in  1933  to  recruit  personnel  for  a  total  of  only 
110,000  Federal  employees.  Now  its  work  is  vastly  different,  reflect¬ 
ing  both  the  changes  in  Government  and  the  expanding  techniques 
of  personnel  management. 

The  plan  leaves  to  the  full  CSC  final  authority  to  formulate  rules 
and  regulations,  act  on  appeals,  administer  political-activity  statutes, 
make  investigations,  and  recommend  improvements  to  the  President. 
The  Commission  is  to  appoint  all  direct  assistants,  and  to  approve 
appointments  of  regional  directors  and  of  heads  of  administrative 
units  on  recommendation  of  the  Chairman.  The  plan  concentrates 
operating  responsibility  and  accountability  in  the  Chairman  who 
appoints  and  directs  the  staff  and  administers  CSC  affairs. 


2  REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  5 — CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION 


In  his  message  transmitting  recommendations  on  the  initial  pro¬ 
gram  of  reorganization  of  the  executive  branch  which  accompanied 
the  submission  of  the  plan,  the  President  stated  that  “Reorganization 
Plan  No.  5  of  1949  improves  the  reorganization  of  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  by  making  the  Chairman  responsible  for  the  operation 
of  civil-service  programs  within  regulations  made  by  the  Commission. 
This  will  free  the  Commission  as  a  body  to  concentrate  upon  matters 
of  basic  policy  and  on  the  determination  of  appeals.”  He  further 
commented  that  “The  modification  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
here  proposed  is  designed  to  create  a  modern  organization  to  meet 
today’s  problems — an  organization  which  safeguards  the  merit  prin¬ 
ciples  of  the  civil  service  and  at  the  same  time  makes  possible  the 
exercise  of  responsible,  unified  leadership  in  the  administrative  opera¬ 
tions  of  the  civil-service  system.” 

HOOVER  COMMISSION  REPORTS  ON  PERSONNEL  MANAGEMENT,  AND 

GENERAL  MANAGEMENT 

The  Hoover  Commission  Report  on  Personnel  Management  contains 
29  numbered  recommendations.  Of  these,  the  two  following  recom¬ 
mendations  are  developed  in  the  above  reorganization  plan: 

RECOMMENDATION  NO.  1 

The  Civil  Service  Commission  should  (a)  “place  primary  emphasis  on  staff 
functions,  rather  than  upon  processing  a  multitude  of  personnel  transactions,” 
and  (b)  “should  be  reorganized  to  vest  in  its  Chairman  the  responsibility  for  the 
administrative  direction  of  its  work.”  *  *  * 

RECOMMENDATION  NO.  26 

Full  responsibility  for  the  administrative  direction  of  the  work  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  should  be  vested  in  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission. 

(This  recommendation  is  supported  by  the  following  text:  “The  Chairman  of 
the  Commission  should  serve  in  the  President’s  office  in  a  coordinate  capacity 
with  such  officials  as  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  the  Budget  *  *  *.  The 

‘full  Commission’  should  be  responsible  for  making  recommendations  to  the 
President  about  civil-service  rules  and  for  the  issuance  of  regulations  and  stand¬ 
ards.  It  should  take  whatever  steps  may  be  necessary  to  insure  compliance  with 
rules,  regulations,  and  standards,  and  should  act  as  an  appellate  body  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  appeal  functions  vested  in  the  Commission.”) 

The  Hoover  Commission  Report  on  General  Management  proposes 
in  recommendation  No.  1  that  there  shall  be  added,  among  others  to 
the  Executive  Office  of  the  President,  “an  Office  of  Personnel,  headed 
by  a  Director  who  should  also  be  Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission.”  This  reorganization  plan  makes  no  mention  of  this  recom¬ 
mendation,  although  Reorganization  Plan  No.  4  adds  the  National 
Security  Council  and  the  National  Security  Resources  Board  to  the 
Executive  Office  of  the  President. 

The  Honorable  Herbert  Hoover  in  testifying  before  the  committee 
stated,  “I  wish  to  say  at  once  that  the  seven  plans  are  all  steps  on  the 
road  to  better  organization  of  the  administrative  branch.  They  are, 
insofar  as  they  go,  substantially  in  accord  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the 
Government.”  In  his  specific  comments  regarding  plan  No.  5,  he 
pointed  out  that  the  plan  is  a  very  limited  step,  but  emphasized  that 
it  does  centralize  more  administrative  authority  in  the  Chairman  and 
is  “a  very  useful  and  helpful  step  in  civil  service.”  He  further  com- 
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merited  that  “the  reorganization  of  the  personnel  of  the  Government 
requires  extensive  and  searching  legislation.  The  President’s  powers 
can  hardly  make  a  dent  into  this  question.  A  bill  for  these  purposes 
is  before  the  Congress.” 

PENDING  LEGISLATIVE  ACTION 

The  President,  in  his  message  to  Congress,  stated  that  this  step 
of  internal  adjustment  of  the  organization  of  the  Civil  Service  Com¬ 
mission  was  submitted  to  accomplish  the  benefits  envisioned  in  the 
report  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch 
of  the  Government,  and  that  it  should  be  followed  by  revisions  in 
basic  personnel  legislation.  In  line  with  this  suggested  program,  the 
following  legislation  has  been  introduced  and  considered  in  the 
Senate: 

S.  2111,  revising  Federal  personnel  policy,  was  introduced  on  June 
21,  1949,  and  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service,  where  hearings  have  been  completed,  but  no  action  has 
been  taken  as  of  this  date  wfith  reference  to  reporting  the  bill. 

H.  R.  1689  (S.  498),  increasing  executive  salaries  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission,  was  reported 
favorably  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
on  August  3,  1949. 

S.  1762,  Pay  Reclassification  Act  of  1949,  is  also  in  conformity  with 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch,  and  was  reported  favorably  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  on  August  3,  1949. 

The  Chairman  of  the  United  States  Civil  Service  Commission  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  a  report  commenting  on  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  as  they  affected  the  CSC,  which  was  inserted  in 
the  Congressional  Record  under  date  of  July  26,  1949  (pp.  10382-86), 
in  which  he  gave  full  endorsement  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  5, 
and  expressed  complete  agreement  with  “the  objective  of  achieving 
in  the  Federal  Government  a  civilian  career  service  which  attracts 
and  holds  men  and  women  of  the  highest  intelligence,  and  whose 
devotion  to  duty  and  whose  competence  is  commensurate  with  the 
needs  of  our  Government.” 

While  Reorganization  Plan  No.  5  of  1949  is,  as  former  President 
Hoover  has  stated,  “a  very  limited  step,”  from  information  submitted 
to  the  committee  it  appears  that  the  great  majority  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations  dealing  with  the  reorganization  of  the 
civil  service  system  in  its  report  on  personnel  management  will  require 
substantive  legislation.  Therefore,  the  committee  has  reported  the 
plan  favorably,  and  recommends  that  it  be  approved  by  the  Senate 
as  being  constructive  action  toward  reorganization  and  modernization 
of  the  Federal  civil  service  system. 
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REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  6  OF  1949— DESIGNATED  TO 
STRENGTHEN  THE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
MARITIME  COMMISSION  BY  MAKING  THE  CHAIRMAN  THE 
EXECUTIVE  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICER  OF  THE  COM¬ 
MISSION  AND  VESTING  IN  HIM  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  THE  AP¬ 
POINTMENT  OF  ITS  PERSONNEL  AND  THE  SUPERVISION  AND 
DIRECTION  OF  THEIR  ACTIVITIES 


August  4  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McClellan,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

On  June  20,  1949,  the  President  of  the  United  States  transmitted  to 
the  Congress  Reorganization  Plan  No.  6  of  1949,  prepared  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  While 
not  required  to  do  so  under  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act 
of  1949,  this  committee  is  reporting  the  plan  favorably  in  order  that 
the  record  may  be  clear  and  the  Senate  may  be  cognizant  of  the 
inspection  and  consideration  of  the  plan  by  the  committee. 

PURPOSE 

The  three  major  objectives  of  the  plan  are  as  follows: 

1.  Designates  the  Chairman  of  the  Commission  as  the  chief 
executive  and  administrative  officer. 

2.  Transfers  to  the  Chairman  the  functions  of  the  Commission 
relating  to  (a)  appointment  and  supervision  of  personnel;  ( b )  distribu¬ 
tion  of  business  and  organizational  units  of  the  Commission;  and  (c) 
the  use,  expenditure,  and  control  of  funds  for  administrative  purposes 
(with  limitations  that  the  individual  Commissioners  shall  select  the 
employees  who  were  under  their  immediate  jurisdiction,  and  that  the 
Administrator  will  consult  with  other  Commissioners  before  appointing 
heads  of  principal  operating  units). 

3.  Authorizes  the  Chairman  to  delegate  authority  to  subordinates. 

HOOVER  COMMISSION  RECOMMENDATIONS 

A  comparison  of  the  plan  with  the  recommendations  contained  in 
the  Hoover  Commission  report  on  regulatory  commissions  indicates 
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that  this  reorganization  plan  conforms  with  Recommendation  No.  1, 
which  states  as  follows : 

We  recommend  that  all  administrative  responsibility  be  vested  in  the  Chairman 
of  the  Commission. 

This  plan  also  implements  Recommendation  No.  6,  which  relates  to 
the  “delegation  of  authority.”  The  Hoover  Commission  recommends 
that  the  statutes  be  amended  so  as  to  permit  the  Chairman  of  the 
Maritime  Commission  to  delegate  routine,  preliminary,  and  less 
important  work  to  members  of  the  staff  under  his  supervision. 

The  Commission  further  recommended  that — 

the  functions  of  ship  construction  and  the  operation,  charter,  and  sales  of  ships 
should  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

The  Brookings  Institution,  which  prepared  a  report  on  transportation, 
recommended  that  most  of  the  functions  of  the  Maritime  Commission 
be  transferred  to  the  proposed  Department  of  Transportation,  and 
that  the  remaining  functions  (primarily  regulatory)  be  transferred  to 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  These  recommendations  are 
not  included  in  this  plan. 

MANAGEMENT  SURVEY  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  MARITIME  COMMISSION 

The  management  survey  made  by  the  staff  of  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments  during  the  summer  of 
1948,  recommended  that: 

1.  An  independent  Commission  be  established  to  discharge  those  quasi  judicial 
and  regulatory  functions  which  are  presently  discharged  by  the  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission. 

2.  That  all  functions  presently  charged  to  the  Maritime  Commission  should 
be  the  responsibility  of  one  executive  who  would  have  complete  authority  and 
responsibility  within  the  limits  of  legislative  authority. 

3.  That  complete  authority  should  be  delegated  to  the  level  where  the  responsi¬ 
bility  lies. 

The  plan  is  in  general  conformity  with  this  program.  As  a  result 
of  this  committee’s  recommendations,  a  general  manager  was  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  Maritime  Commission  in  August  1948,  which  has  re¬ 
sulted  in  improvement  in  administration,  but  there  is  still  considerable 
conflict  over  authority  of  the  various  Commissioners  which  this  plan 
attempts  to  eliminate. 


PENDING  LEGISLATION 

Recommendations  No.  1  and  3  of  the  Hoover  Commission,  in  its 
report  on  regulatory  commissions,  provided  that  all  administrative 
authority  should  be  vested  in  the  Chairman,  and  that  the  statutes  be 
amended  to  provide  that  a  commissioner,  upon  the  expiration  of  his 
term,  continue  to  hold  office  until  his  successor  is  appointed  and 
qualified.  To  effectuate  these  two  recommendations,  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 
introduced  a  bill  (S.  2073,  superseded  in  part  by  S.  2330,  introduced 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce).  Approval  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  6  will  carry  out 
recommendation  No.  1;  and  passage  of  S.  2073  (or  S.  2330)  would 
fully  effectuate  recommendations  1,  3,  and  6  in  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  report  on  regulatory  commissions  as  they  apply  to  the  United 
States  Maritime  Commission. 
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Other  recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission  can  also  be 
placed  into  effect  by  administrative  action  under  plan  No.  6,  or  by 
other  legislative  action  on  bills  now  pending  before  the  Congress.  The 
recommendation,  that — 

The  functions  of  ship  construction  and  operation,  charter,  and  sale  of  ships, 
should  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Commerce — 

has  not  to  date  been  incorporated  in  any  of  the  organization  plans  or 
legislation  submitted  to  the  Congress. 

COMMENTS  FROM  THE  AGENCY 

In  response  to  a  request  from  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments  the  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission  recently  submitted  a  report  and  comments  on  the  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations  as  they  relate  to  that  agency.  The 
Commission  opposed  splitting  the  regulatory  functions  (as  suggested 
in  recommendation  No.  9)  from  the  other  functions,  and  transfer  of 
the  latter  to  the  Department  of  Commerce.  The  complete  text  of  the 
Maritime  Commission’s  letter  may  be  found  on  page  9362  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  dated  July  11,  1949. 

While  this  plan  substantially  conforms  to  the  recommendations  of 
the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  not  as  extensive  as 
was  anticipated.  When  former  President  Herbert  Hoover  appeared 
before  the  committee  on  June  30,  1949,  he  approved  the  plan,  com¬ 
menting  that — 

The  President’s  Plan  No.  6  proposes  to  reorganize  and  centralize  the  authority 
over  business  operations  of  the  Commission  in  the  Chairman.  Such  a  step  of 
centralization  of  authority  is  vitally  needed.  The  Commission,  however,  recom¬ 
mended  that  a  large  part  of  these  functions  should  be  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  as  part  of  a  major  purpose — collection  of  transportation 
agencies  from  many  parts  of  the  Government  into  that  Department. 

Even  though  this  plan  does  not  go  far  enough  to  bring  about  sub¬ 
stantial  improvement  and  does  not  completely  conform  to  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission,  the  committee  believed  that 
it  will  materially  facilitate  the  orderly  disposition  of  routine  business 
and  free  the  Commission  from  formal  deliberation  over  administrative 
minutiae. 
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S.  RES.  155 


IN  THE  SENATE  OP  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  15  (legislative  clay,  June  2),  1949 

Mr.  Hayden  submitted  the  following  resolution ;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 


RESOLUTION 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  7  of  1949,  transmitted 
to  Congress  on  June  20,  1949,  provided  for  the  transfer  of 
the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce;  and 

Whereas  there  was  subsequently  enacted  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  152) , 
approved  June  30,  1949,  which  abolished  the  Federal  Works 
Agency  and  transferred  all  of  its  functions  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services,  and  which  changed  the  name 
of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  and  transferred  ah  of  its  functions  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services ;  and 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  7  thus  purports  to  affect 
agencies  which  do  not  in  fact  exist ;  and 

Whereas  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949 
(Public  Law  109)  provides,  in  substance,  that  any  statute 
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enacted  in  respect  of  any  agency  or  function  affected  by  a 
reorganization  plan,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  reor¬ 
ganization,  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorgani¬ 
zation  had  not  been  made ;  and 

Whereas  all  doubt  should  be  removed  as  to  whether  the  above- 
cited  statute  has  made  such  reorganization  plan  ineffective: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

1  Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor  the  Reorgan- 

2  ization  Plan  Numbered  7  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

3  President  on  June  20,  1949. 
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original  bill,  and  I  submit  a  report  (No. 
924)  thereon. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
will  be  received  and  the  bill  will  be  placed 
on  the”- calendar. 

The  bill  (S.  2441)  to  amend  section  81 
of  the  National  Defense  Act,  as  amended, 
to  provide  ^or  additional  officers  of  the 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States  on 
active  duty  in  the  National  Guard  Bu¬ 
reau,  was  read  t^ice  by  its  title  and  or¬ 
dered  to  be  placedon  the  calendar. 
ANTHROPOLOGICAL  ‘  RESEARCHES  ON 

AMERICAN  INDIAN^— REPORT  OF  A 

COMMITTEE 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration, 

I  report  favorably,  without  amendment, 
the  bill  (H.  R.  3417)  to  amend  the  act 
entitled  “An  act  to  provide  for  coopera¬ 
tion  by  the  Smithsonian  Institution  with 
State,  educational,  and  scientific  organi¬ 
zations  in  the  United  States  for  continu¬ 
ing  ethnological  researches  on  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Indians,”  approved  April  10,  1928 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  I  submit 
report  (No.  893)  thereon.  I  ask.  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  the  immediate  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 
INVESTIGATION  OF  FIELD  OF  LABOR- 

MANAGEMENT  RELATIONS — REPORT  OF 

A  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra¬ 
tion  I  report  favorably,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  Senate  Resolution  140,  and  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  (No.  894)  thereon.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  resolution. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  resolution,  submitted  by  Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray  (for  himself  and  other  Senators)  on 
July  22,  1949,  and  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  and 
subsequently  to  the  Committee  on  Rules 
and  Administration,  was  read,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare,  or  any  duly  authorized 
subcommittee  thereof,  is  authorized  and  di-  - 
rected  to  conduct  a  thorough  study  and  in-/ 
vestigation  of  the  entire  field  of  labor-man¬ 
agement  relations,  including  but  not  limited 
to — 

(A)  the  means  by  which  cooperation  be¬ 
tween  employers  and  employees  and  stability 
of  labor  relations  may  be  secured;  . 

(B)  the  methods  and  procedures  for  best 
carrying  out  the  collective  bargaining  proc¬ 
esses; 

(C)  the  administration  and  cooperation  of 
existing  Federal  laws  relating  to  labor  rela¬ 
tions;  and 

(D)  such  other  problems  and  subjects  in 
the  field  of  labor-management  relations  as 
the  committee  deems  appropriate.  The  com¬ 
mittee  shall  report  to  the  Senate  not  later 
than  January  15,  1950,  the  results  of  its  study 
and  investigation,  and  such  other  recom¬ 
mendations  from  time  to  time  as  it  may  deem 
advisable,  and  shall  make  its  final  report 
under  this  Resolution  not  later  than  Decem¬ 
ber  31,  1930. 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purposes  of  this  resolution, 
the  committee,  or  any  duly  authorized  sub¬ 
committee  thereof,  is  authorized  to  employ 
upon  a  temporary  basis  such  technical,  cleri¬ 
cal,  and  other  assistance  as  it  deems  advis¬ 
able,  The  expenses  of  the  committee  under 


this  resolution,  which  shall  not  exceed  $25,000, 
shall  be  paid  from  the  contingent  fund  of 
the  Senate  upon  vouchers  approved  by  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  resolution. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1,  line 
5,  after  the  word  “directed”  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  “during  the  Eighty-first  Con¬ 
gress.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  resolution,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OF  PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERV¬ 
ICE  ACT— REPORT  OF  A  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  from  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare, 
I  report  favorably,  with  amendments,  the 
bill  (S.  522)  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Service  Act  to  authorize  assistance  to 
/States  and  political  subdivisions  in  the 
evelopment  and  maintenance  of  local 
pitbliu- health  units,  and  for  other  pur-, 
posW  and  I  submit  a  report  (No.  925) 
therein.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thosj^as], 
the  Senator  from  Montana  [MryMuR- 
ray],  the'  Senator  from  West  yfrginia 
[Mr.  NEEL-Rj,  the  Senator  froln  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Withers],  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  T&ft],  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  MOrse],  the/Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Dobell  1/and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Catolitfa  [Mr.  Graham! 
be  added  as  cosponsoW  of  the  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
will  be  received  anpfthe  bill  will  be  placed 
on  the  calendar, /£nd,  without  objection, 
the  names  of  tjfle  Senators  suggested  by 
the  Senator  f/om  Alabama  will  be  added 
as  cosponsoi^  of  the  bill. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  COMMITTEES 

As  iiy  executive  session,  V 

Tho'*  following  favorable  reports  of 
ations  was  submitted : 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado,  from  the 
immittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com 
terce : 

William  H.  E.  Schroeder,  of  the  United 
States  Coast  Guard  Reserve,  to  be  lieutenant 
(junior  grade)  In  the  United  States  Coast 
Guard. 

By  Mr.  McCARRAN,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary: 

Alphonse  Roy,  of  New  Hampshire,  to  be 
United  States  marshal  for  the  district  of  New 
Hampshire. 

BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills  and  a  joint  resolution  were  intro¬ 
duced,  read  the  first  time,  and,  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  the  second  time,  and  re¬ 
ferred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  MARTIN: 

S.  2431.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Sumiko 
Kato;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(Mr.  YOUNG  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Gil¬ 
lette)  introduced  Senate  bill  2432,  to  amend 
th8  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  by 
requiring  a  minimum  fat  content  for  bread, 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  and  appears 
under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  WILEY  (by  request)  : 

S.  2433.  A  bill  to  increase  the  fee  for  ap¬ 
peal  to  the  Board  of  Appeals  in  the  Patent 
Office;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


By  Mr.  ECTON: 

S.  2434.  A  bill  authorizing  the  Secretary  of/ 
the  Interior  to  issue  a  patent  in  fee  to  Mr/. 
Lucy  Knows  Gun;  to  the  Committee  on  Infe¬ 
rior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado:/ 

S.  2435.  A  bill  td  amend  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Act  of  1938  with  respect  to  the  regu¬ 
lation  of  domestic  air  transportation; 

S.  2436.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Act  entitled 
“An  act  to  authorize  the  construction,  pro¬ 
tection,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  pub¬ 
lic  airports  in  the  Territory  of  Alaska”; 

S.  2437.  A  bill  to  am eryi  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Act  of  1938,  as  /mended,  to  provide 
for  the  separation  of  subsidies  from  air-mail 
pay,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 

S.  2438  (by  request) .  A  bill  to  amend  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  .Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
to  provide  for  tfie  regulation  of  interstate 
contract  carriers  by  air,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the/Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  TYDINGS: 

S.  243SL/A.  bill  to  clarify  the  status  of  in¬ 
active  numbers  of  the  Naval  Reserve  relating 
to  thR  holding  of  offices  of  trust  or  profit 
undjfr  the  Government  of  the  United  States; 
to /he  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

^(Mr.  TYDINGS  (from  the  Committee  on 
rmed  Services)  reported  an  original  bill 
(S.  2440)  to  authorize  certain  constriction 
at  military  and  naval  installations,  and  for 
others  purposes,  which  was  ordered  to 
placed  on  the  calendar,  and  appears  undei 
a  separate  heading.) 

(Mr.  HUNT  (from  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services)  reported  an  original  bill  (S.  2441) 
to  amend  section  81  of  the  National  Defense 
Act,  as  amended,  to  provide  for  additional 
officers  of  the  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States  on  active  duty  in  the  National  Guard 
Bureau,  which  was  ordered  to  be  placed  on 
the  calendar,  and  appears  under  a  separate 
heading.) 

By  Mr.  LUCAS: 

S.  2442.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Yone  T.  Park; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  McCLELLAN: 

S.  J.  Res.  127.  Joint  resolution  to  clarify  the 
status  of  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol  under 
the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949;  to  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments. 

MINIMUM  FAT  CONTENT  FOR  BREAD 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce  for  appropriate  reference  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cos- 
\  metic  Act  by  requiring  a  minimum  fat 
qontent  for  bread. 

\There  has  been  a  great  deal  of  evi¬ 
dence  taken  by  the  Subcommittee  on 
Utilization  of  Farm  Crops,  established 
pursuant  to  Senate  Resolution  No.  36  as 
a  subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Agriculture 
Committee,,  on  the  subject  of  the  use 
of  chemical^  in  the  baking  industry  as  a 
substitute  fo^  natural  fats  and  oils,  the 
disastrous  eff^Rt  of  such  practice  on  the 
producers  of  natural  fats  and  oils  and  the 
deleterious  effect'  upon  the  consumers. 

Witnesses  have  '-told  the  committee 
that  lard  and  vegetable  shortening  are 
facing  a  serious  threatTSfom  the  so-called 
chemical  emulsifiers  orSbread  softeners 
which  are  beginning  to  bemused  in  volume 
in  the  baking  industry.  TlWse  witnesses 
claim  that  with  the  use  of  one  pound  of 
chemical  with  a  fatty  base  made  from 
petroleum  they  can  replace  six,  pounds 
of  fats  and  oils  by  adding  5  pounds  of 
water  to  their  pound  of  chemical. 

Witnesses  have  also  told  the  committee 
that  the  over-all  results  of  the  constant 
ingestion  of  these  chemicals  into  the  hu¬ 
man  system  is  going  to  ultimately  break 
down  the  health  of  our  people. 


11638 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  15 


While  the  hearings  will  continue  and 
a  repfod thereon  filed,  the  chairmaij/IVlr. 
GiLLETife^and  I,  feel  that  thh^/fnatterj 
should  be  jqrcefully  brought^)  the  at-j 
tention  of  th'iNAmerican  pptlple  for  their- 
consideration.  Tlhe  legislation  would  re-f 
quire  a  minimumSanment  of  4  percent' 
natural  fat  in  bak.dTN2roducts. 

The  bill  (S.^432)  toxmend  the  Fed-j 
eral  Food,  Dyrig,  and  CosmHic  Act  by  re-^ 
quiring  asmnimum  fat  contentjor  bread,  | 
introdwed  by  Mr.  Young  (foHhimselfi 
anpUCfr.  Gillette)  ,  was  read  twiceNw  its i 
prfle,  and  referred  to  the  CommitteeNon 
T n  ter, slate  and  ■EnreisuX.Qm.mem- - -  i 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  7  OF  1949 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  for  appropriate  reference  a  resolu¬ 
tion  relating  to  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
7,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  fol¬ 
lowing  it,  there  be  printed  in  the  Record 
a  memorandum  from  Mr.  Charles  F. 
Boots,  of  the  Senate  legislative  counsel. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  will  be  received,  and  printed,  and, 
without  objection,  the  memorandum  will 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  155)  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments,  as  follows: 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of 
1949,  transmitted  to  Congress  on  June  20, 
1949,  provided  for  the  transfer  of  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce:  and 

Whereas  there  was  subsequently  enacted 
the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  152),  ap¬ 
proved  June  30,  1949,  which  abolished  the 
Federal  Works  Agency  and  transferred  all 
of  its  functions  to  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services,  and  which  changed  the  name 
of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  transferred  all 
of  its  functions  to  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services;  and 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  thus 
purpores  to  affect  agencies  which  do  not 
in  fact  exist;  and 

Whereas  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  109)  provides, 
in  substance,  that  any  statute  enacted  in 
respect  of  any  agency  or  function  affected  by 
a  reorganization  plan,  before  the  effective 
date  of  such  reorganization,  shall  have  the 
same  affect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not 
been  made;  and 

Whereas  all  doubt  should  be  removed  as  to 
whether  the  above  cited  statute  has  made 
such  reorganization  plan  ineffective:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor 
the  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  transmitted 
to  Congress  by  the  President  on  June 
20,  1949. 

The  memorandum  presented  by  Mr. 
Hayden  is  as  follows: 

Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel, 

United  States  Senate. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  SENATOR  HAYDEN 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for  our 
opinion  with  respect  to  the  effectiveness  of 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949,  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  on  June  20,  1949. 

The  substantive  provisions  of  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  7  relate  to  the  transfer  of 
the  Public  Roads  Administration  and  read 
as  follows: 

“Section  1.  Transfer  of  Public  Roads  Ad¬ 
ministration:  The  Public  Roads  Administra¬ 
tion,  together  with  its  functions,  including 
the  functions  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads,  is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Depart¬ 


ment  of  Commerce  and  shall  be  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
subject  to  the  direction  and  control  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 

“Sec.  2.  Transfer  of  certain  functions  of 
Federal  Works  Administrator:  All  functions 
of  the  Federal  Works  Administrator  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  agency  and  functions  transferred 
by  the  provisions  of  section  1  hereof  are 
hereby  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  shall  be  performed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  or,  subject  to  his  direction  and  control, 
by  such  officers,  employees,  and  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  Commerce  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  designate.” 

Subsequent  to  the  transmittal  to  Congress 
of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949  (Public  Law  152)  was  approved  by  the 
President  on  June  30,  1949.  This  act,  among 
other  things,  abolished  the  Federal  Works 
Agency  and  the  office  of  Federal  Works  Ad¬ 
ministrator  and  transferred  all  the  functions 
thereof  to  the  Administrator  of  General  Serv¬ 
ices,  created  by  the  act;  and  also  transferred 
to  the  General  Services  Administration  the 
Public  Roads  Administration  and  provided 
that  it  should  hereafter  be  known  as  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7  seeks  to  transfer  from  a  non¬ 
existent  agency  (the  Federal  Works  Agency) 
another  nonexistent  agency  (the  Public 
Roads  Administration) ;  and,  as  noted  above, 
in  the  case  of  the  Federal  Works  Agency,  the 
nonexistence  results  not  merely  from  a 
change  in  name  but  from  statutory  aboli¬ 
tion  of  the  Agency. 

I  suppose  it  could  be  argued  that  despite 
the  intervening  circumstances  it  was  the 
ultimate  purpose  of  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
7  to  transfer  the  agency  in  question,  by  what¬ 
ever  name  called,  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  and  that  this  purpose  should  be 
given  effect.  And  perhaps  anticipating  the 
unsatisfactory  status  of  the  reorganization 
plan  in  the  light  of  the  then  pending  Fed¬ 
eral  Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949,  section  4  of  the  reorganization 
plan  provides  as  follows: 

“Sec.  4.  Effect  of  reorganization  plan:  The 
provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan  shall 
become  effective  notwithstanding  the  status 
of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  within 
the  Federal  Works  Agency  or  within  any 
other  agency  immediately  prior  to  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  reorganization  plan.” 

It  appears  to  me  that  in  everyday  lan¬ 
guage  this  section  is  attempting  to  say  that 
the  reorganization  plan  will  be  given  effect 
no  matter  what  the  status  of  the  then  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  Administration  may  be  imme¬ 
diately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the 
reorganization  plan.  If  this  be  the  effect  of 
section  4  of  the  plan,  and  I  see  no  other  rea¬ 
son  for  the  inclusion  therein  of  the  section, 
I  doubt  if  it  accomplishes  the  purpose,  even 
assuming  that  Congress  should  allow  the 
60-day  period  to  expire  without  taking  any 
action  with  respect  to  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  7.  In  this  connection  attention  is  called 
to  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949,  which  reads  as  follows: 

“(1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued, 
granted,  or  performed  in  respect  of  or  by  any 
agency  or  function  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  before 
the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization, 
shall,  except  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modi¬ 
fied,  superseded,  or  made  inapplicable  by  or 
under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition 
of  a  function,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such 
reorganization  had  not  been  made;  but  where 
any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action 
has  vested  the  functions  in  the  agency  from 
which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such 
function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exer¬ 
cised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective,  be 
considered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under 
which  the  function  is  placed  by  the  plan.” 


While  this  provision  is  hedged  about  by  a 
great  deal  of  verbiage  it  would  appear  that  it 
was  designed  to  anticipate  the  case  whqre, 
following  the  submission  of  a  reorganization 
plan,  Congress  acted  with  respect  to  the 
agency  or  function  affected  in  a  manner  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  plan,  and  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  that  in  that  situation  the  statute 
would  have  the  same  effect  as  if  the 
reorganization  had  not  been  made.  There 
is  one  qualification  to  that  general 
statement,  however,  which  is  found  in 
the  matter  following  the  semicolon  in 
the  provision  quoted.  It  states  in  sub¬ 
stance  that  where  the  statute  has  vested  the 
function  in  the  agency  from  which  it  is  re¬ 
moved  under  the  plan  such  function  shall, 
insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised  after  the  plan 
becomes  effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in 
the  agency  under  which  the  function  is 
placed  by  the  plan.  Obviously  this  has  no 
application  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  be¬ 
cause  the  statute  (Public  Law  152)  did  not 
vest  the  function  in  the  agency  from  which 
it  is  removed  under  the  plan. 

From  the  foregoing  it  is  my  opinion  that 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  will  not  take  effect 
upon  the  expiration  of  60  days  following  its 
submission.  It  is  further  my  opinion  that 
in  any  event,  in  the  extremely  confused  situ¬ 
ation,  clarifying  action  should  be  taken  either 
by  the  Congress  or  by  the  Executive. 

Respectfully, 

Charles  F.  Boots, 

Assistant  Counsel. 

August  11,  1949. 

v - flUI/gB-BIfiLb! 

YThe  following  bills  were  each  reac^ 
twice  by  their  titles,  and  referred  ap 
indicated :  / 

H.Vt.  5342.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  Vf  Defense  to  lend  certain  Army,  Nfevy, 
and  Av-  Force  equipment  to  the  Boy  s/outs 
of  America  for  use  at  the  Second  Nyional 
Jamboree  of  the  Boy  Scouts;  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Armed  Services.  / 

H.  R.  5^6.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  provide  for  the  performan/e  of  cer¬ 
tain  functions  of  the  President  by  other  of¬ 
ficers  of  th«Government,  and  foi/other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  tl®  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  ExecuAve  Departments./ 

COSTS  OF VeDERAL  RECLAMATION 
PROJECTS— AMENDMENT 

Mr.  O’MAHjONEY  submitted  an 
amendment  intaided  to.  be  proposed  by 
him  to  the  bill  *1.  R.  A694)  to  provide 
for  the  return  of  rehabilitation  and  bet¬ 
terment  of  costs  oV  Federal  reclamation 
projects,  which  wasWdered  to  lie  on  the 
table  and  to  be  printid. 

AMENDMENT  OF  FAIrYaBOR  STANDARDS 
ACT — AMEfctMENT 

Mr.  STENNIS/(for  Mmself,  Mr.  Ful- 
BRIGHT,  Mr.  MA-ybANK,  iv\.  Eastland,  Mr. 
McKellar,  Mr./JoHNSTOhYif  South  Caro¬ 
lina,  Mr.  Young,  Mr.  McClellan,  and 
Mr.  Wherry)/ submitted  a\  amendment 
intended  to  )/e  proposed  by  them,  jointly, 
to  the  bill  ,•  CS.  653)  to  provide  for  the 
amendment  of  the  Fair  LaboRntandards 
Act  of  1J138,  and  for  other  purposes, 
which  wa (s  ordered  to  lie  on  theYible  and 
to  be  printed.  \ 

INTERIOR  DEPARTMENT  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS— AMENDMENTS  Y 

My.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado  submitted 
an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3838)  mailing 
appropriations  for  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  JuAe 
30,  1950,  and  for  other  purposes,  whic^ 
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.  Justice  Murphy  was  a  man  who  served  his 
colin  ry  well.  He  was  a  fighter  for  justice, 
a  man  who  had  a  deep  and  abiding  hatred  for 
wrong  and  oppression,  and  a  man  of  remark¬ 
able  tolerance  and  wisdom. 

All  of  those  unusual  talents  he  gave  to 
the  service  of  his  country,  for  a  rather  meager 
salary,  as  you  can  tell  from  the  report  of 
the  estate  he'- .left. 

He  could  haVe  made  far  larger  sums  by  of¬ 
fering  his  great  jtalent  and  ability  to  some 
private  legal  firm  . or  some  big  corporation. 

Lots  of  other  gifted  men  have  done  that 
very  thing.  But  Justice  Murphy  was  not 
built  that  way.  He  preferred  to  serve  where 
he  thought  his  services  would  do  the  most 
good— without  considering  the  financial  re¬ 
turns  involved. 

There  are  undoubtedly  a  lot  of  $100,000-a- 
year  Wall  Street  corporation  lawyers  who  will 
sneer  at  Justice  Murphy  as  a  \‘chump”  for 
doing  what  he  did,  instead  of  "making  his 
pile”  like  the  rest  of  their  gang.  \ 

But  the  common  people  of  America  won’t 
feel  that  way.  The  Leader  is  certahj  that 
the  people,  like  this  newspaper,  will  salute 
the  late  Justice  for  his  conduct.  He  leaves 
something  behind  him  in  the  world  besides 
money — the  admiration  and  respect  and 
gratitude  of  his  Nation. 

And  you  can’t  buy  that  with  any  sum  of 
money. 

THE  HAWAIIAN  STRIKE  SITUATION- 

LETTER  FROM  MANUEL  R.  GOEAS  AND 

EDITORIAL  FROM  DeMILLE  FOUNDA¬ 
TION  BULLETIN 

Mr.  BUTLER.  Mr.  President,  I  sel¬ 
dom  present  for  the  Record  letters  I  have 
received,  but  I  am  doing  so  now  for  I 
think  this  one  is  of  special  interest  and 
value.  It  comes  from  a  man  who  was 
born  in  Hawaii,  has  lived  and  worked 
there  till  now  he  has  reached  the  age  of 
retirement,  and  writes  me  in  some  detail 
of  his  views  of  conditions  in  Hawaii.  His 
father  came  from  Portugal  to  Hawaii 
and  like  so  many  from  that  country,  he 
became  an  American  citizen.  His  son, 
who  wrote  this  letter,  appears  to  appre¬ 
ciate  the  value  of  American  citizenship. 
I  think  by  reading  his  letter  Members  of 
Congress  can  better  appreciate  condi¬ 
tions  prevailing  in  Hawaii. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  it 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  (Record. 

Mr.  President,  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  these  brief  remarks  a  short  edi¬ 
torial  appearing  in  the  July  issue  of  the 
DeMille  Foundation  Bulletin. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  ^tter 
and  editorial  were  ordered  to  be  pointed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Honolulu,  JwZj/30,  1949. 
Hon.  Senator  H.  Butler, 

Washington. 

Dear  Sir:  Greetings  from  ^isolated  Hawaii. 
You  have  seen  Hawaii,  and/you  know  the  lay 
of  the  land. 

You  know  that  sugay'' and  pineapples  are 
the  industries  which  niake  Hawaii.  If  these 
industries  are  wrecked  by  the  unions,  then 
Congress  should  giye  Hawaii  to  China,  Japan, 
or  Russia. 

This  stevedora''  strike  is  not  a  small  inci¬ 
dent.  There  is/ more  than  wages  back  of  the 
union  demand.  This  is  a  strike  to  gain  more 
power  for  tdie  few  dictators — H.  Bridges,  J. 
Hall,  Schofidt,  and  a  few  others.  Our  people 
are  having  a  hard  time  trying  to  live  on  what 
they  earn.  Freight  rates,  as  you  know,  are 
high/because  the  wages  of  seamen  are  high. 
I  believe  in  unions,  but  I  believe  they  are 
carrying  things  too  far.  I  must  admit  there 
re  two  standards  of  pay  in  Hawaii.  The 
-'stevedores  are  earning  $1.40  per  hour.  They 


were  offered  8,  then  12,  then  14  cents  per 
hour;  8  times  $1.54  equals  $12.32  per  day. 
Those  men  can  surely  live  on  this  wage  per 
day. 

I  worked  for  one  of  the  so-called  Big  Five 
for  43  years,  the  American  Factors.  I  re¬ 
tired  at  the  age  of  60.  My  salary  was  $360 
per  month.  My  bonus  averaged  $70  per 
month,  or  $430  per  month.  I  did  cost  ac¬ 
counting.  I  worked  hard.  I  saved  my 
money.  I  do  not  own  an  automobile.  I  own 
my  home,  but  I  had  to  give  up  a  lot  of 
pleasures,  or,  as  most  people  call  it,  good 
times.  I  own  stock  or  shares  in  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Factors,  Kekaha  &  Co.,  Olaa  &  Co., 
Waialua  &  Co.,  Halemano  Co.,  Hawaiian 
Comm.  &  Co.,  Matson  Navigation  Co.,  and 
American  President  Lines.  I  own  these  be¬ 
cause  I  worked  and  saved  my  money.  I  in¬ 
vested  so  that  I  could  get  some  income  in 
my  old  age.  There  are  no  Big  Five  families 
any  more.  The  Big  Five  are  shareholders 
like  myself  and  other  small  people.  Those 
so-cai/fel  Big  Five  are  just  running  the  big 
busineS-  that  is  supporting  we,  the  people. 
If  Congress  allows  the  unions  to  become 
very  powerful,  then  what  is  to  prevent  John 
Lewis  or  Harry  Bridges  from  marching  on 
Washington  and  demanding  more  than  Con- 
\  gress  can  give  them  without  hurting  the 
\people  in  general. 
tWhen  a  business  becomes  a  monopoly  the 
Federal  Government  breaks  it  up.  Why  capft 
Congress  pass  laws  that  will  permit  unions 
to  operate  in  the  individual  States  anq- -"Ter¬ 
ritories^  but  deny  them  the  right  tg/amal- 
gamate  ^ith  unions  in  other  States  a£d  make 
people  other  than  those  they  are  striking 
against  suffer,  or  to  bring  other-’’  unions  to 
increase  pressure.  These  unions  are  more 
than  monopolies;  they  are  booming  inter¬ 
national  unionX  We  all  kifow  how  much 
jealousy  there  is- in  this /world,  how  some 
countries  would  like  to  /bring  on  chaos  in 
the  United  States.  \Mpfny  of  our  so-called 
Americans  would  likafto  help  other  coun¬ 
tries  wreck  ours.  /  '  , 

If  the  unions  kgep  on  .  demanding  higher 
wages  on  the  sugaf  plantations,  I  figure  that 
the  sugar  and  .pineapple  industries  will  be 
wrecked  in  fi/3m  10  to  15  years,  then  our 
people  will  nrft  be  able  to  maks  a  living  and 
the  United'  States  Government  will  lose 
millions  in  taxes. 

It  is  /true  that  stevedores  on  the  west 
coast  gfern  more  money  but  they  work  less 
days /than  Hawaii’s  stevedores. 

{is  stevedores’  strike  has  forced  many 
pp6ple  to  lose  their  jobs,  about  30,000  people 
re  out  of  work  on  that  account.  Wages 
'have  been  cut  and  many  small  commission 
merchants  have  gone  out  of  business. 

I  shall  not  attempt  to  write  about  com¬ 
munism.  If  there  are  Communists  here  they 
have  come  from  continental  United  States. 

This  was  God’s  country  until  the  unions 
began  demanding  more  and  more  money. 

The  union  leaders  are  threatening  to  bring 
pressure  on  the  west  coast  if  they  do  not 
gain  what  they  are  after  here. 

What  I  believe  will  happen  in  25  or  30 
years  is  that  a  John  Lewis  or  his  successor 
or  H.  Bridges  or  his  successor,  will  march 
on  Washington,  kick  out  the  President,  tell 
the  Congressmen  to  go  home,  become  a  dic¬ 
tator,  and  punish  the  Congressmen  who 
voted  in  favor  of  legislation  against  the 
unions. 

Please  do  not  consider  this  a  joke,  you 
Congressmen  Just  give  the  union  leaders 
more  power  and  then  you  and  I  will  be  at 
their  mercy.  . 

Last  year  a  friend  traveled  on  a  Portuguese 
steamer  in  the  Atlantic  near  Portugal.  The 
Portuguese  captain  said  “In  a  few  years  there 
will  not  be  many  American  ships  sailing 
the  ocean  carrying  on  foreign  cargo  because 
they  pay  too  high  wages  to  the  seamen.” 

Before  the  stevedores  voted  on  the  14-cent 
wage  increase,  they  told  me  they  were  going 
to  vote  against  settlement  because  the  leaders 


though  t^ieir 


told  them  to  do  so.  What  can  you  do  with' 
people  who  cannot  use  a  little  judgment? 
They  voted  against  it  even  " 
families  were  suffering. 

Other  men  have  been  unloading  tha^ships, 
and  they  are  glad  to  earn  $1.40  per  hocr;  they 
are  glad  to  be  given  the  opportunity  to  work. 

May  I  Inform  you  that  many  People  have 
left  Hawaii,  and  others  will  follow  who  will 
make  their  homes  on  the  mainland  United 
States. 

I,  too,  am  thinking  seriously  of  selling  out 
and  going  to  the  mainlaftfd,  and  possibly  to 
Brazil  for  a  while.  I  apa  retired  and  free  to 
express  my  opinion  oiyuhis  matter,  so  please 
do  not  think  I  any  influenced  by  anyone. 
Even  when  I  was  employed  by  one  of  the  so- 
called  Big  5  I  wy  never  afraid  to  say  what 
I  wanted. 

I  shall  be  pleased  to  hear  that  you  will  do 
all  you  can  te*'  curb  the  powers  of  the  unions 
and  business  monopolies  for  the  good  of  the 
people  ol/America. 

My  father,  an  engineer,  came  here  68  years 
ago;  he' became  a  United  States  citizen;  he 
helped  build  up  this  community;  he  and  I 
did,, 'construction  work.  I  too  learned  con¬ 
struction  work  and  architecture.  All  this 
fork  was  done  many  years  ago.  I  managed 
'the  construction  company  while  employed 
at  American  Factors.  I  speak  French,  Portu¬ 
guese,  Spanish,  and  some  Italian.  My  father 
came  from  Portugal  yet  he  put  his  heart  and 
soul  in  America. 

I  believe  Hawaii  is  not  yet  ready  for  state¬ 
hood.  Harry  Bridges  will  be  tried  for  perjury, 
and  I  believe  the  local  employers  were  right 
in  refusing  to  deal  with  him. 

Something  should  be  done  to  save  Hawaii's 
economy.  I  cannot  believe  that  you  and  the 
other  Congressmen  will  permit  the  unions  to 
paralyze  and  wreck  what  we  have  built. 

May  God  bless  you  and  aid  and  guide  you 
in  your  work  for  the  people  of  America. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Manuel  R.  Goeas. 

[From  the  DeMille  Foundation  Bulletin] 
the  pattern  takes  shape 

May  11,  1948,  Mr.  deMille  said  to  the  House 
Labor  Committee: 

“Today,  in  those  (Hawaiian)  islands,  the 
whole  labor  movement  is  controlled  by  one 
union.  That  same  union  controls  shipping 
on  the  west  coast.  Its  leader  has  lately  united 
in  one  international  union  the  sugar  workers 
of  the  United  States,  Hawaii,  Cuba,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Dominican  Republic.  The  poli¬ 
cies  of  this  union,  in  some  respects  at  least, 
are  sometimes  hard  to  distinguish  from  those 
Of  the  Communist  Party  line.  The  pattern 
takes  shape.  Control  shipping,  control  raw 
imperials,  control  men  through  control  of 
theik.  right  to  work,  and  you  can  soon  control 
a  nation.” 

June  ,28,  1949,  the  Honolulu  Advertiser 
said :  k 

“The  people  of  Hawaii — 450,000  loyal  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens’ Jiving  in  an  organized  Territory 
of  the  United  States — are  being  held  in  bond¬ 
age  today  by  Harry  Bridges’  International 
Longshoremen’s  tad  Warehousemen’s  Union 
(CIO).  This  unV  is  declared  by  Philip 
Murray,  CIO  president,  United  States  Sena¬ 
tor  Hugh  Butler,  and  many  others  to  be 
Communist  dominated.  *  *  *  Babies 

'  are  short  of  canned  milk,  food  supplies  for 
adults  lack  many  essential  items;  *  *  * 

42  stores  are  completely  out\?f  stock,  19  have 
gone  out  of  business.  *  *  \*  Sugar  mills 

have  had  to  shut  down.  *  *  -f  More  than 

20,000  persons  are  jobless.  *\  *  *  The 

people  of  Hawaii  are  in  dire  disii 

The  DeMille  Foundation  does  nofcuittempt 
to  decide  whether  Harry  Bridges’  strikers  are 
entitled  to  a  raise  in  wages  or  not.  Even  if 
their  claim  is  just,  no  man  or  group  of ’men 
should  have  power  to  blockade  a  half  million 
Americans — or  even  one — in  need  of  food. 
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PROGRAM  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  / 
FINANCE  / 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  if  P'rnay 
be  indulged  for  two  or  three  minutes,  X 
wist  In?  make  a  statement.  / 

The  \House  Ways  and  Means  Com¬ 
mittee  has  not  yet  reported  torhe  House 
the  amendments  to  the  Social  Security 
Act.  It  is  obvious  that  the  Social  security 
bill  could  not  reach  the  senate  until  the 
latter  part  of  this  month,  or  perhaps  the 
middle  of  next  month,'  It  will  therefore 
be  entirely  out  of  the  question  to  under¬ 
take  to  hold  hearings  on  social  security 
at  this  session,  assuming  that  Congress 
will  adjourn  by  the  end  of  September. 

The  Finance  Committee  will  begin 
hearings  this  week  upon  two  important 
veterans’  bills  which  have  passed  the 
House,  and  those  hearings  will  be  con¬ 
cluded.  Thereafter  it  is  the  purpose  of 
the  Finance  Committee,  if  the  majority 
of  the  committee  agree,  not  to  open 
hearings  on  any  other  contested  matter 
at  this  session  of  the  Congress:  It  is 
perfectly  obvious  that  if  we  continue  to 
grind  out  wholesale  legislation  fo\ the 
calendar  we  shall  never  reach  a  pfeint 
where  we  can  look  for  adjournment^! 
•this,  .session.  Ql-tha.. Canares,^  . . 

PROGRAM  FOR  CONSIDERATION  OF  RE¬ 


ORGANIZATION  PLANS  NOS.  1  AND  2 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
advise  the  Senate  with  respect  to  the 
program  for  tomorrow.  This  is  a  mere 
reiteration  of  what  I  said  last  week. 
There  may  be  some  Senators  present  who 
were  not  present  last  week  when  I  ad¬ 
vised  the  Senate  that  tomorrow  we  ex¬ 
pect  to  call  up  Senate  Resolution  147, 
reported  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright]  and  other  Senators. 
It  is  a  resolution  disapproving  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949.  Under  the 
law,  10  hours  of  debate  are  permitted  on 
that  measure,  but  I  am  hoping  that  some 
time  today  we  can  reach  some  sort  of 
an  agreement  whereby  we  can  have  a 
limitation  of  debate.  If  we  cannot,  we 
shall  probably  begin  tomorrow’s  session 
at  11  o’clock  and  remain  in  session  con¬ 
tinuously  for  a  period  of  10  hours,  with 
the  possible  exception  of  an  hour  for 
dinner  tomorrow  evening,  so  that  we  may 
complete  consideration  of  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  1. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  we  are  able  to 
reach  some  understanding  with  reference 
to  limiting  debate,  and  save  some  time, 
would  the  Senator  then  consider  a  unan¬ 
imous-consent  request  that  after  all  de¬ 
bate  is  concluded  we  take  a  recess  and 
not  have  a  vote  until  Wednesday  after¬ 
noon,  say  at  12:15? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  -I  cannot  say  that  I  will 
enter  into  that  kind  of  an  agreement  at 
this  time,  Mr.  President.  We  have  for 
consideration  both  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  and  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2.  I 
had  hoped  that  we  might  conclude  con¬ 
sideration  of  both  of  them  tomorrow.  If 
we  cannot  do  that,  we  shall  have  to  take 
them  one  at  a  time,  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  tomorrow,  and  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  2  the  next  day.  I  cannot  agree  to 


any  unanimous-consent  request  of  that 
kind  at  this  time. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  matter  of  some  importance.  Sena¬ 
tors  would  like  to  be  recorded  on  this 
question  one  way  or  the  other.  Some 
have  made  arrangements  to  be  away  to¬ 
morrow.  If  the  vote  is  taken  tomorrow 
night,  it  is  possible  that  one  or  two  Sen¬ 
ators  will  not  be  here,  whereas  they  would 
be  here  if  the  vote  were  taken  at  12 
o’clock  the  next  day.  Out  of  deference 
to  their  situation,  I  feel  that  there  would 
not  actually  be  a  loss  of  time  greater 
than  that  involved  in  calling  the  roll. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  may  be  true  with 
respect  to  two  Senators;  but  every  time 
we  attempt  to  accommodate  two  Senators 
on  a  particular  day,  there  are  two  other 
Senators  who  would  like  to  be  accom¬ 
modated  on  the  following  day.  We  can 
never  find  a  time  when  all  Senators  will 
be  present.  This  situation  arises  every 
time  we  attempt  to  get  a  unanimous-con- 
sent  agreement  to  vote  upon  a  measure 
at  a  certain  hour.  There  is  always  some 
Senator  who  comes  to  the  majority  lead¬ 
er  and  says,  “Can  you  not  postpone  the 
vote,  because  Senator  So-and-so  is  out 
of  town  on  important  business?  If  you 
can  only  put  the  vote  off  until  tomorrow, 
he  will  be  back.”  If  we  put  it  off  until 
tomorrow,  we  find  that  another  Senator 
has  made  arrangements  to  make  a  speech 
on  that  day,  and  he  will  be  absent.  So 
we  can  never  find  a  time  when  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  to  accommodate  all  Senators. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  wonder  if  possibly  we 
could  obtain  an  agreement.  I  think 
perhaps  Senators  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 
who  are  interested  in  supporting  the 
resolution  would  be  agreeable  to  a 
6-hour  limitation  of  debate  on  Tuesday, 
and  a  vote  on  Wednesday.  In  that 
event  we  would  not  be  forced  into  a 
night  session. 

,  Mr.  LUCAS.  Some  Senators  who 
want  to  vote  on  Tuesday  will  probably 
be  absent  on  Wednesday. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  know  of  none. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  know  of  one  Senator 
on  our  side  of  the  aisle  who  was  discuss¬ 
ing  that  very  question  with  me  before 
the  session  began  today.  The  point  I 
am  trying  to  make  is  that  we  never  can 
find  a  time  which  satisfies  every  Senator. 
If  we  agree  to  vote  on  Wednesday,  we 
may  preclude  the  vote  of  some  Senator 
who  is  either  favorable  or  unfavorable 
to  the  plan;  and  if  we  vote  on  Tuesday, 
we  find  the  same  situation.  I  thought 
I  had  given  ample  notice  almost  a  week 
ago  for  all  Senators  to  be  here  on  Tues¬ 
day. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator  did 
say  that  we  would  take  up  the  resolu¬ 
tion  on  Tuesday;  but  there  being  10 
hours’  debate,  no  Senator  had  any 
notice  at  that  time  that  we  would  drive 
through  in  a  night  session  to  a  final  vote. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  have  read  the  Record, 
and  the  colloquy  which  I  had  with  the 
able  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Ives] 


definitely  indicates  that  if  we  could  not 
get  a  limitation  of  time  we  would  have 
a  niB' t  session. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  Realizing  the  situation  as 
I  do,  I  suggest  to  the  able  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  he  allow  the  debate  on  these 
two  plans  to  proceed,  one  plan  after  the 
other,  and  then  have  the  vote  at  the  end 
of  the  debate  on  the  two  plans.  That 
would  adequately  cover  the  debate,  and 
allow  the  vote  to  be  taken  at  a  time 
when  presumably  absentees  who  are 
apparently  going  to  be  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent,  will  be  present. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  That  is  a  suggestion 
which  I  will  take  under  consideration. 

|™rnp 

TIONS,  1950  J 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideratiwi 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3838)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Jun/ 39, 
1956,  and  for  other  purposes.  / 

;  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  /The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
femendment  on  page  5,  after  line  * 

I  Mr.  V  THOMAS  of  Oklahom 1.  Mr. 
^resideht,  I  hope  the  Senate  wil/not  as¬ 
sume  th^t  I  am  going  to  take  *1  undue 
ength  of,  time  upon  the  pendin g  amend- 
nent.  Tpere  are  three  amenJlments  to 
vhich  I  wish  to  address  myserf,  namely, 
;he  one  nofy  pending,  the  on®  which  will 
"ollow  it,  afed  the  one  whicrf  will  follow 
;he  second  amendment.  I  ies ire  to  dis- 
;uss  the  three  amendment/  together.  I 
shall  take  omy  sufficient  time  to  make 
dear  the  position  of  the  committee. 

I  first  call  attention  to  some  charts  and 
naps  which  I  hive  had  placed  on  display 
n  the  front  of  |he  Chamber.  The  first 
s  a  map  of  the  Uhited  Spates  showing  the 
lumber  of  Authorities^  that  already  are 
n  existence,  and  oVhe/s  that  are  contem- 
ilated.  In  the  northeastern  section  of 
he  United  States  aA  Authority  is  con- 
emplated,  to  be  developed  as  soon  as  the 
3t.  Lawrence  Rivj(r\  improvement  has 
)een  made.  '  J  \ 

In  the  south-cejftraraiart  of  the  United 
States  we  already  hale  the  Tennessee 
/alley  Authority,  locat^l  at  the  point  I 
iow  indicate  on^the  mapleast  of  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  and  soull  of  the  Ohio 
Uver.  That  Already  is  iS  existence. 

Then,  east /f  the  Mississippi  River  . and 
south  of  the  6hio  River,  aU’ifhat  territory 
s  proposed  fey  the  pending*  amendment 
;o  form  the  Southeastern  Patver  Admin- 
stration  or  Southeastern  Poler  Author- 
ty.  It  includes  all  the  land  last  of  the 
Mississippi  River  and  all  the  i&nd  south 
if  the  Ohio  River  in  the  United  States. 
!f  created,  it  will  surround  thclTennes- 
ee  Valley  Authority.  So,  if  tliatV.uthor- 
ty  is  created,  covering  the  entireLsouth- 
:astern  area  of  the  United  Stages,  we 
shall  have  in  the  center  of  that  Authority 
;he  TVA. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will\  the 
Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

^4r.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  I  Wm 
fi£d  to  yield. 

/ Mr.  HILL.  Is  it  not  true  that  tie 
southeastern  Power  Authority,  so-callett, 
s  entirely  different  from  the  TVA? 
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pnd  a  Shasta  Dam  transmission  line  on  the 
ed^t  side  of  the  Central  Valley. 

isey  M.  Robinson,  president  of  Wash- 
lngtcm  Water  Power  Co.,  opposed  the  Bonne¬ 
ville  Ifower  Administration  Kerr-to-Ana- 
conda,  Mjont.,  transmission  line.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  cut  it  out. 

D.  C.  McKee,  president  of  the  Empire  Dis¬ 
trict  Electrlb  Co.  of  Missouri,  testified  in 
particular  *  *  in  opposition  to  a 

$10,000,000  expenditure  out  of  the  $30,000,000 
proposed  to  buiM  the  lines  designated  in 
the  (Southwestern!  Power)  Administrator’s 
report  as  the  Missouri  group.”  So  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  eliminated  all  Missouri  group 
items. 

Hamilton  Moses,  president  of  Arkansas 
Power  &  Light,  gave  the  ftpmmittee  a  table 
showing  what  the  power  companies  in  his 
area  thought  should  be  approved.  The  com¬ 
mittee  followed  his  recommendations  except 
for  two  minor  construction  items, of  $300,000. 

Idaho  Power  Co.  opposed  Anderson  Ranch 
switchyards  and  transmission  line  projects 
for  $631,000.  Out  they  went.  S, 

Publio  Service  Co.  of  Colorado  opposed 
three  transmission  lines  running  into  \al- 
mont,  Colo.,  to  cost  $769,000.  Out  they  went. 


lowing  the  Senator’s  statement,  but  Is 
somewhat  confused  as  to  how  he  has 
reached  his  conclusion  that  the  type  of 
contract  which  is  the  only  one  now  in 
existence,  and  which  is  generally  termed 
the  “Texas  Contract,”  could  result  in 
turning  back  the  clock  or  in  failing  to 
give  any  preference  which  the  law  re¬ 
quires,  or  in  anywise  doing  anything 
other  than  getting  public  power  to  the 
ultimate  consumer,  with  the  preferences 
intact,  which  the  law  requires.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  would  be  helped  great¬ 
ly  in  his  thinking  if  there  were  an  expla¬ 
nation  of  the  Senator’s  view  in  that  re¬ 
gard. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  has  put  his 
finger  on  the  heart  of  the  matter  when 
he  says  the  Texas  Power  &  Light  con¬ 
tract  is  the  only  one  in  existence  in  all 
the  country.  Of  the  many,  many  Gov¬ 
ernment  projects  we  have  been  building 
through  the,  years,  of  the  many  private 
companies  having  systems  all  over  the 
country,  it  is  the  sole  and  only  contract 


and  which  is  in  the  public  interest.  But 
though  I  agree  with  my  friend,  I  ask  him 
not  to  be  so  rosy  hued  in  his  optiniism 
as  to  think  that  the  agents  who  repre¬ 
sent  the  people  of  the  United  States  can 
go  unarmed  to  negotiate  these  contracts. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Will  the  Sefiator  fur¬ 
ther  yield?  / 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  my  distinguished 
friend  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Is  Vg&  Senator  aware 
of  the  record,  which  is/ihat  in  the  South- 
Western  Power  Administration  situation 
the  Administrator .^Mr.  Wright,  asked  the 
Appropriations  Committee  to  recommend 
and  the  Congress  to  grant  a  very  con¬ 
siderable  amount  of  money — as  I  recall 
it  was  $25,000,000;  it  may  have  been 
more — and-^presented  a  picture  of  a  com¬ 
plete  gripr  of  transmission  lines  in  the 
Southw^lt  area,  and  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  did'  not  recommend  the  appropria¬ 
tion?  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Wright 
was’  not  armed  with  that  vast  amount 
of'money,  due  to  the  fact  that  it  had  not 


Sh^b^'MonL^'subs^ation^and^tr^aiisiSss^onX  UP  to  thistimewhichany  private  com-  been  appropriated  to  him  at  the  time  he 
line  to  cost  $1,300,000.  Out  they  went.  \Pany  in  the  United  States  has  been  /  negotiated  the  contract. 


Economy  could  not  have  been  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  deletions.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interio:  had  asked  for  a  total 
of  $625,000,000.  The  House  approved 
$536,000,000,  including  the  cost  of  all  the 
transmission  lines  and  power  facilities 
referred  to  by  Mr  Edson.  The  Senate 
committee  has  raised  this  amount  to 
$590,000,000.  Curiously,  it  is  the  appro¬ 
priations  for  power  development  which 
were  eliminated  while  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  was  increasing  the  House  appro¬ 
priations. 

The  bill  is  a  legislative  anachronism. 
It  seeks  to  turn  back  the  clock  to  the 
good  old  days  of  private-power  monop¬ 
oly.  But  we  cannot  and  will  not  turn 
back  the  clock.  The  people  today  un¬ 
derstand  and  fully  support  the  public- 
power  policy.  They  know  the  many  ben¬ 
efits  of  public  power  and  they  will  not 
relinquish  those  benefits. 

The  people  know  that  the  public- 
power  policy  is  sound  business  and  good 
government.  But  the  bill  does  not  ap¬ 
propriate  funds  for  the  businesslike  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Government’s  power  sys¬ 
tem.  The  bill  would  appropriate  the  peo¬ 
ple’s  power  for  the  benefit  of  the  private 
utilities. 

It  is  sound  business  for  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  sell  its  power  to  more  than  one 
distributor.  If  the  Government  does  not 
build  transmission  lines,  or  if  the  agents 
representing  the  Government  are  not 
prepared  if  need  be  to  build  the  lines, 
the  Government  is  forced  to  sell  its  power 
to  the  one  large  private  utility  in  the 
vicinity  that  can  afford  to  build  a  line 
to  the  Government’s  dam.  That  utility 
will  then  have  a  monopoly.  And  it  can 
dictate  the  price  it  will  pay  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  price  it  will  charge  the 
people. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  yield  to  the 
Senatoj/from  Oregon? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

/dfr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  very  much  interested  in  fol¬ 


Villing  to  sign.  It  is  the  only  single  in-/ 
stance.  On'  the  other  hand,  we  know 
that  up  until  about  90  days  ago  private 
power  companies  were  denouncing/* the 
contract.  They  said  it  was  “criminal” 
to  entekinto  the  contract,  and  that  the 
contract  %as  iniquitous.  We  know  their 
whole  reeded  of  opposition  to  entering 
into  any  kiftd  of  contract  stich  as  that 
of  the  Texas  Power  &  Light.Co.  We  know 
their  whole  record  of  opposition  to  our 
public-power  program/*'  So  I  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon;’  “Come  and  join 
hands.  Let  us  go  along  with  the  House; 
let  us  provide  the  money  to  build  these 
transmission  lines’.”  Then  the  agents  of 
the  Government*  can  sit  ground  a  table 
armed  with  the  funds, '  just  as  Mr. 
Wright,  who  negotiated  the  Contract  with 
the  Texas  Power  &  Light  Co.,  k;as  armed. 
He  had  the  money  in  his  hand/and  the 
Texas  Rower  &  Light  Co.  knewHhat  if 
they  did  not  arrive  at  a  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  contract,  Mr.  Wright  would  build 
the  lines.  Let  us  arm  our  representa¬ 
tives,  and,  then,  so  far  as  I  am  cori- 


Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Wright  was  armed  with 
the  money  he  needed  when  he  negotiated 
with  the  Texas  Light  &  Power  Co.  The 
appropriation  had  been  made.  What  Mr. 
Wright  needs  now  is  the  appropriation 
which  the  House  of  Representatives  put 
into  this  bill,  some  $9,000,000,  and  that  is 
what  I  am  asking  the  Senator  to  join 
me  in  getting  for  Mr.  Wright. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  will  recall 
that  the  Senate  committee,  in  its  report 
calling  attention  to  the  Texas  contract, 
directed  that  attempts  be  made  to  secure 
that  type  of  contract  from  the  companies, 
and  directed  that  a  report  on  the  situation 
be  made  by  the  first  of  the  year.  The 
Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations,  in 
taking  that  view — and  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  also  took  that  view — felt  that, 
inasmuch  as  a  contract  which  seemed 
to  be  sound,  in  the  public  interest,  and 
in  the  interest  of  economy,  so  far  as  we, 
who  were  not  experts,  could  determine, 
had  been  worked  out  in  that  area,  and 
the  companies,  finding  they  were  face  to 
face  with  Old  Man  Necessity — there  can 


cerned,  I  have  no  objection  to  our  rep-V  be  no  question  about  that — had  indicated 

\that  they  were  prepared  to  go  along  with 
similar  contracts,  an  opportunity  should 
bd^given  to  those  companies  to  prove 
by  tjieir  actions  what  they  had  said  by 
their ’words,  and  likewise  an  opportunity 
should'be  afforded  the  Government’s  rep¬ 
resentatives  to  act  accordingly.  The 
committeWelt  further  that  the  Congress 
should  have,  an  opportunity  at  the  end 
of  a  reasonable  period  to  look  into  the 
matter  and  sei^if  the  parties  had  gotten 
together,  and,  if  they  had  not  gotten 
together,  to  see  wfio  was  in  error.  Would 
the  Senator  feel  tbat  that  is  a  sound 
approach,  under  the  Circumstances? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  am  aCraid  the  Senator 
has  not  heard  what  I  have  stated  this 
afternoon,  or  else  I  did  not  make  myself 
clear.  I  certainly  would  riot  think  that 
was  a  sound  approach.  Thbge  projects 
are  coming  into  being  and  it  iVthe  duty 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  under 
the  law,  to  make  disposition  of  thri*power. 
What  the  Senator  proposes,  even  If  the 
appropriation  were  finally  made,  might 
cause  all  kinds  of  delays.  The  Senator 
is  familiar  with  what  delays  mean,  We 


resentatives  sitting  around  the  table 
and  seeing  if  they  can  get  fair  and 
reasonable  terms  which  will  carry  out 
the  power  policy  laid  down  in  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1944.  I  hope  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Oregon  will  join 
me  in  this.  I  think  by  so  doing  we  shall 
not  only  safeguard  the  power  policy  laid 
down  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944, 
but  we  shall  have  the  best  chance  to  get 
a  contract  which  will  bring  the  most 
benefits  to  the  people. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield  further  to  my  friend. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  agree  that  the  Texas  contract 
is  a  provident  contract  and  in  the  public 
interest? 

Mr.  HILL.  So  far  as  I  know — I  have 
not  given  detailed  study  to  it — that  con¬ 
tract  is  in  the  public  interest  for  the  par¬ 
ticular  area  and  particular  situation 
which  it  serves.  I  will  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  I  have  no  objection  to  enter¬ 
ing  into  a  contract  which  carries  out  the 
letter  and  the  spirit  of  our  power  policy 
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'are  now  considering  this  appropriation 
bill,  more  than  6  weeks  after  July  1, 
wheq  that  date  was  supposed  to  be  the 
deadline.  The  Senator  knows  that  the 
Senatltof  the  United  States  cannot  even 
initiate%Ji  appropriation  bill;  it  cannot 
act  until  a'bill  comes  over  from  the  House 
of  Representatives.  As  a  practical  prop¬ 
osition,  knowW  the  history  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  as  I  doj^his  would  open  wide  the 
door  for  all  kinfc  of  delays  for  months 
and  months.  Inthe  meantime,  there  is 
tremendous  pressumon  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  negotiate  some  kind  of  a 
contract,  because  watthys  going  to  waste 
over  the  dam,  and  thei3^  would  be  loud 
and  raucous  protest  that  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  was  permitting  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  power  to  go  to  waS$e. 

Let  the  representatives  of  thte  Govern¬ 
ment  enter  into  negotiations.  \  If  the 
private  power  companies  do  not  negotiate 
in  good  faith  what  they  promise';.,  the 
Government’s  representatives  will  be 
armed  and  able  to  act  to  protect  the 
public  interest  and  to  carry  out  the  ^ 
Government’s  power  policy  for  the  ben-  v' 
efit  of  the  people. 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Long 
in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Montana? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURRAY.  The  chief  object  to  be 
gained  through  the  public-power  policy 
is  the  low-cost  power.  The  Senator 
knows  what  low-cost  power  has  done  for 
Oregon  and  the  Pacific  Northwest.  In 
dealing  with  private  utilities,  as  the  able 
Senator  has  very  well  said,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  must  be  so  armed  as  to  make  a  good 
bargain  with  them.  Most  of  the  private 
utilities  are  so  overcapitalized  that  it  is 
impossible  for  them  to  sell  power  at  rates 
sufficiently  low  to  develop  business  in  the 
area.  Take,  for  instance,  the  Montana 
Power  Co.  In  an  examination  and  in¬ 
vestigation  by  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  a  year  ago,  it  was  found  that  the 
company  had  watered  stock  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  more  than  $50,000,000,  and  it  is 
a  small  corporation.  The  companies  are 
all  overcapitalized.-  The  Senator  know 
what  the  situation  was  when  we  were 
considering  the  holding-company  JM11. 

If  we  had  not  had  the  Holding-Company 
Act  in  the  depression  following  tire  1929 
crash,  this  country  would  be  ii/a  much 
more  dangerous  condition  th&n  it  is  in 
today. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senatof  is  correct 
when  he  says  many  of  th^  private  com¬ 
panies  are  loaded  down  with  watered 
stock  on  which  theyymust  make  some 
kind  of  a  return.  They  have  to  continue 
to  carry  the  stoclyand  to  provide  divi¬ 
dends  on  it.  The  investigation  by  the 
Federal  Power  (commission  showed  ex¬ 
actly  what  th/ situation  was  and  what 
we  face  wheir  we  have  to  deal  with  pri¬ 
vate  poweraompanies. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JflLL.  I  yield. 

Mar  MAGNUSON.  Is  it  not  also  cor- 
redrthat  at  this  time,  in  two  instances, 
t|j£  Interior  Department  is  attempting  to 
iter  into  a  contract  in  Idaho  and  into 


contracts  in  other  sections  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest?  In  the  middle  of  negotia¬ 
tions  the  Appropriations  Committee 
knocks  out  the  only  weapon  the  Interior 
Department  could  have  to  deal  with  the 
parties.  Under  those  circumstances, 
what  kind  of  a  contract  can  the  people 
expect? 

Mr.  HILL.  To  send  our  agents  out 
without  giving  them  the  funds  with 
which  to  deal  with  the  companies  is  like 
sending  out  sheep  to  meet  wolves  in 
winter. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
agree  with  me  that  they  denounced  the 
Texas  contract  as  criminal? 

Mr.  HILL.  Not  only  did  they  de¬ 
nounce  it,  they  kept  on  denouncing  it 
year  after  year.  They  said  it  was  crimi¬ 
nal  and  declared  it  to  be  iniquitous. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  wonder  what 
their  attitude  will  be  with  regard  to  at-| 
tempting  to  carry  it  out  evgn  after  they! 
sign  it. 

Mr.  HILL.  If  we  are  to  protect  the, 
interests  of  the  people,  if  we  are  to  safe-! 
guard  the  principles  of  the  power  policy, 
we  must  forearm  the  representatives  of 
the  people  with  these  appropriations 
when  they  go  in  and  sit  around, uhe 
table  with  the  representatives  of  tha^priv- 
ate  power  companies.  /  a 

As  a  business  proposition,  it  Js  absurd' 
to  put  the  Government’s  negojHators  be 
hind  the  eight-ball  of  a  policy  that  re 
quires  them  to  sell  Government  power 
through  one  private  power  company.  No 
sane  businessman,  if  1cm  ' wanted  to  stay 
in  business,  woulcbyohmtarily  limit  him¬ 
self  to  a  single  outj^t  for  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  his  producyAnd  no  farmer  who 
wanted  to  get  a  Recent’ ’price  for  his  crops 
would  pile  them?  it  the  Vde  of  the  road 
and  wait  forya  chance  npyer  to  come 
along. 

It  is  goad  Government  to  develop  our 
rivers  fomnultiple  purposes — fbr  naviga¬ 
tion  arurcommerce,  for  flood  coritrol  and 
irrigajifon,  and  for  electric-powe\  pro 
ducticn.  The  multiple-purpose  job 
beydone  by  the  people  acting  through 
their  Qovernment.  It  cannot  be  do: 

y  private  companies. 

It  is  good  government  to  sell  the  peo¬ 
ple’s  power  as  cheaply  as  possible.  Cheap 
power  means  that  more  power  will  ba 
used  by  more  people,  and  there  will  be 
more  returns  to  the  Federal  Treasury. 

TV  A — which  only  the  other  day  added 
its  millionth  customer — has  taught  this 
lesson.  The  people  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  buy  and  use  10  times  as  much 
power  as  they  used  before  TVA  with  its 
reasonable  rates.  They  pay  more  taxes 
and  buy  more  goods  produced  in  other 
States.  Last  year  they  bought  $50,000, 
000  worth  of  electrical  applicances  alone 
produced  in  plants  outside  the  Tennes¬ 
see  Valley.  The  same  story  is  reflected 
in  the  tremendous  consumption  of  low- 
cost  power  from  the  Bonneville  and 
Grand  Coulee  Dams. 

The  benefits  of  cheap  power  and  the 
benefits  of  multiple-purpose  river  devel 
opment  flow  from  one  State  and  one  re 
gion  into  all  the  States,  and  contribute 
to  the  growth  and  prosperity  and 
strength  of  the  entire  Nation. 

Abundant  low-cost  power  means  that 
America  can  decentralize  her  industries 


and  manufacturing  centers,  so  necessary 
in  this  day  of  the  atomic  bomb.  Low- 
cost  power  means  a  balance  between'city 
and  country,  between  agriculture  and 
industrial  production.  The  da/ of  in¬ 
dustrial  concentration,  with  slums  and 
disease  and  crime,  is  nearijfg  its  end. 
Cheap  electric  power  is  bringing  a  new 
day  of  industry  spread  through  the  land. 

Power  transmission  liates  are  the  new 
highways  of  this  prograss.  They  are  the 
modern  roads  over  Which  our  country 
continues  to  advapfce,  the  roads  over 
which  the  underdeveloped  regions  move 
to  fuller  use  of  their  manpower  and  their 
resources.  / 

We  must  provide  the  funds  required 
to  make  certain  that  the  power  policy 
of  the  Nation  shall  be  carried  out. 
American  progress  will  not  pay  tribute 
on  the  private  i;olj  rnatfo.nf  mnnnnnlv  T. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  1 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
make  a  brief  statement  in  support  of  the 
resolution  disapproving  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  1,  in  order  that  the  statement 
may  be  in  the  Record,  and  may  set  forth 
the  opposition  of  those  of  us  who  think 
the  plan  should  be  disapproved. 

I  think  the  statement  is  particularly 
necessary  because  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  in  addition  to  his  message 
submitting  plans  1  to  7,  inclusive,  has 
seen  fit  to  intervene  in  the  legislative 
process  by  writing  a  special  letter  to  the 
Vice  President,  which  appears  in  Fri¬ 
day’s  Record.  The  President  disap¬ 
proves  of  and  objects  to  the  action  of 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments  recommending 
rejection  of  plan  No.  1  and  plan  No.  2. 
He  makes  the  statement  that  the  im¬ 
portant  changes  which  would  be  effected 
by  these  two  plans  were  unanimously 
recommended  by  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  and  that  their  rejection  would  be  a 
real  set-back  to  the  effort  to  reorganize 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  like  to  leave 
that  statement  unchallenged.  I  wish  to 
state  briefly  to  the  Senate  the  reasons 
why  in  my  opinion  plan  No.  1  flies 
directly  in  the  face  of  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission,  and  why 
its  adoption  would  make  impossible  for 
years  to  come  the  carrying  out  of  the 
Commission’s  recommendations. 

We  are  Approving  many  parts  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  plan.  We  have 
passed  a  bill  for  the  reorganization  of 
the  armed  services  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  that  plan.  We  have 
passed  a  bill  creating  a  general  service 
agency.  Within  1  or  2  days,  and  without 
objection,  I  think,  plans  3,  4,  5,  and  6  will 
be  approved.  While  plan  No.  2  is  con¬ 
trary  to  congressional  policy,  both  of  the 
Seventy-ninth  and  Eightieth  Congresses, 
it  does  not  controvene  the  Hoover  report. 
I  do  not  know  what  action  will  be  taken 
on  it. 

Plan  No.  1  creates  a  new  Department 
of  Welfare  containing  all  the  major 
functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Admin¬ 
istration.  It  does  not  reorganize.  It 
simply  makes  a  department  out  of  the 
Federal  Security  Administration,  and  a 
Cabinet  officer  out  of  the  Administrator. 
Furthermore,  it  provides  that  all  of  the 
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functions  of  the  officers  and  constituent 
units  of  the  Department,  including  those 
functions  conferred  expressly  by  Con¬ 
gress  on  the  Office  of  Education,  on  the 
Surgeon  General  of  Public  Health,  and  on 
the  Social  Security  Administrator,  are 
transferred  to  and  consolidated  in  the 
new  Secretary  of  Welfare.  Under  this 
plan  he  is  given  every  power  to  direct 
in  every  detail  all  the  functions  which 
we  have  conferred  on  these  various  de¬ 
partments. 

Section  2  (b)  of  the  plan  reads: 

All  of  the  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Welfare  and  of  all  officers  and  constituent 
units  thereof.  Including  all  of  the  functions 
of  the  Federal  Security  Administrator,  are 
hereby  consolidated  In  the  Secretary  of 
Welfare. 

The  Secretary  is  given  complete  power 
to  set  up  his  Department  any  way  he 
pleases,  to  mix  welfare,  health,  and  edu¬ 
cation  as  he  sees  fit  and  to  subordinate 
health  and  education  to  welfare  to  an 
even  greater  extent  than  he  can  now  do 
as  Federal  Security  Administrator. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  position  of  the 
Advisory  Council  may  be,  but  the  plan 
takes  all  the  powers  we  have  conferred 
on  different  officers  in  these  fields,  and 
transfers  them  to  one  man,  who  there¬ 
fore  becomes  the  dictator  in  the  whole 
field  of  education,  in  the  whole  field  of 
health,  and  the  whole  field  of  welfare. 

In  view  of  his  public  statements  and 
actions,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  he 
would  completely  subordinate  health  and 
education  to  welfare.  Doctor  Parran  re¬ 
signed  as  Surgeon  General  and  Mr. 
Studebaker  as  head  of  the  Office  of  Edu¬ 
cation,  largely  because  no  independence 
was  left  to  them  in  their  proper  func¬ 
tions.  This  gives  even  greater  power  to 
the  new  Secretary,  as  compared  with 
that  which  the  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration  now  has. 

The  Hoover  plan  recommends  a  De¬ 
partment  of  Welfare  and  Education,  but 
it  recommends  a  separate  medical  ad¬ 
ministration  and  excludes  health  from 
the  new  Department. 

It  is  said,  Mr.  President,  that  health 
can  be  taken  out  of  the  Department  later 
on ;  that  later  on  a  separate  medical  ad¬ 
ministration  can  be  created.  That  is  not 
true,  because  Mr.  Ewing,  and  therefore, 
presumably,  the  President  are  opposed 
to  it.  Mr.  Ewing  has  frankly  stated  in 
the  letter  which  he  wrote  that  he  is 
opposed  to  the  creation  of  a  separate 
medical  department.  His  testimony 
shows  very  clearly  that  he  disapproves 
that  part  of  the  Hoover  recommendation. 
He  said  in  his  letter: 

I  am  unalterably  opposed  to  the  recom¬ 
mendation  to  transfer  the  Public  Health 
Service  to  an  independent  United  Medical 
Administration  and  I  feel  that  any  plan  to 
consolidate  hospital  functions  at  this  time 
would  be  premature. 

Mr.  Ewing  reiterated  that  statement  in 
his  testimony  before  the  committee.  So 
we  know  that  if  we  ever  create  this  de¬ 
partment  Mr.  Ewing,  the  head  of  it,  will 
be  absolutely  opposed  to  setting  up  any 
independent  medical  administration. 

Obviously,  therefore,  no  plan  is  ever 
going  to  be  submitted  setting  up  any  sep¬ 
arate  medical  administration.  Ob¬ 
viously,  Congress  cannot  successfuly  pass 


a  bill  setting  up  such  an  administration 
because  it  can  be  vetoed,  and  will  be 
vetoed,  if  we  have  once  voted  affirma¬ 
tively  respecting  plan  No.  1,  and  Mr. 
Ewing  has  become  a  Secretary  in  the 
Cabinet  of  the  President. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  said  that  a  medical 
administration  can  be  set  up  only  by 
statute  and  that  therefore  it  was  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  plan.  That  in  my  opinion 
is  absolutely  untrue.  If  the  Federal  Se¬ 
curity  Administration  can  be  made  a  de¬ 
partment,  without  any  special  reference 
in  the  Reorganization  Act,  then  certainly 
the  Public  Health  Service  can  be  made  a 
separate  medical  administration  to 
which  other  functions  can  then  be  trans¬ 
ferred.  I  think  many  Senators  did  not 
realize  that  a  new  department  could  be 
created  under  the  Reorganization  Act, 
but  it  is  admitted  that  this  extreme 
power  was  given  by  that  act.  But  if  that 
power  was  given,  certainly  the  power  was 
also  given  to  take  the  Public  Health  Serv¬ 
ice  out  of  the  Department  and  set  up  a 
separate  medical  administration. 

I  might  add  at  this  point  that,  in  ana¬ 
lyzing  the  requirements  of  the  Hoover 
plan,  the  Budget  Commission  has  listed 
the  things  for  which  legislation  was  nec¬ 
essary  and  reorganization  plans  are  nec¬ 
essary.  All  the  important  features  of 
the  United  Medical  Administration  are 
covered  by  reorganization  plans.  The 
only  substantive  legislation  required  is 
that  defining  the  beneficiaries  entitled  to 
medical  care  by  the  Government,  which, 
after  all,  is  something -we  know  could 
only  be  done  by  Congress  in  any  event. 

Mr.  President,  the  reorganization  plan 
combines  three  functions:  Health,  wel¬ 
fare,  and  education,  which  are  com¬ 
pletely  distinct  in  purpose,  in  theory,  and 
in  practice.  At  the  State  and  local 
levels,  where  the  main  work  is  done,  they 
are  always  separated.  Education  is 
usually  separated,  even  from  local  gov¬ 
ernment  in  our  States,  in  order  that  it 
may  be  entirely  independent.  Many 
States  elect  a  separate  director  of  edu¬ 
cation.  Welfare  and  health  are  sepa¬ 
rate  in  nearly  every  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernment  I  know  of.  The  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  says  they  should  be  separate. 

Two  years  ago  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  and  I  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  to  create  a  new  Department 
of  Health,  Welfare,  and  Education,  but 
only  because  we  did  not  feel  there  could 
be  three  new  separate  departments.  We 
carefully  provided  that  each  one  of  these 
functions  be  placed  in  an  autonomous 
section,  under  a  separate  Under  Secre¬ 
tary,  reporting  directly  to  the  Cabinet 
officer,  who  was  not  given  a  whole  raft  of 
secretaries  and  under  secretaries.  By 
statute  we  assigned  all  matters  relating 
to  health  to  an  Under  Secretary  of 
Health,  all  those  relating  to  welfare  to 
an  Under  Secretary  of  Welfare,  and  all 
those  relating  to  education  to  an  Under 
Secretary  of  Education.  We  put  those 
departments  under  those  Under  Secre¬ 
taries  so  they  could  not  be  shifted 
around.  We  gave,  as  I  said,  practically 
autonomous  rights  to  those  three  depart- 
partments.  The  Secretary  became  a 
representative  of  those  three  groups  -in 
the  Cabinet  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  where  I  think  there  ought 


to  be  someone  to  speak  for  health,  wel¬ 
fare,  and  education. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Was  not  that  bill 
in  a  sense  very  much  like  the  reorgan¬ 
ization  bill  relating  to  the  armed  serv¬ 
ices,  in  recognition  of  the  importance  of 
these  various  services,  and  in  an  effort 
to  try  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
various  services? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Yes.  I  think  it  is  im¬ 
portant  that  the  .integrity  af  health, 
welfare  and  education  be  maintained; 
I  think  it  is  far  more  important  to  keep 
them  separate  than  to  keep  separate  the 
Army,  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Corps.  The 
latter  have  exactly  the  same  purpose. 
The  functions  of  health,  welfare,  and 
education  to  my  mind  are  completely 
independent  and  are  only  grouped  be¬ 
cause  they  are  functions  in  which  the 
Federal  Government  has  only  a  second¬ 
ary  interest.  The  primary  interest  is  in 
the  States  and  local  governments.  They 
must  do  the  main  work  of  administra¬ 
tion  in  those  fields.  Since  the  Federal 
Government  has  a  secondary  interest 
only,  it  seemed  to  us  that  it  might  be 
fair  to  put  them  all  under  one  Cabinet 
officer.  We  could  not  have  three  sepa¬ 
rate  Cabinet  officers. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  again  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  If  the  Congress 
and  those  in  the  administration  have 
seen  the  necessity  for  keeping  separate 
the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy,  for  example, 
in  order  to  prevent  some  admiral,  we  will 
say,  from  dominating  the  Air  Force  and 
thereby  the  Air  Force  losing  its  efficiency, 
I  think  even  more  so  that  principle  is 
applicable  in  the  field  we  are  now  dis¬ 
cussing. 

Mr.  T,AFT.  The  Senator  is  entirely 
correct.  If  authority  over  all  three  of 
these  agencies  were  vested  in  a  Secretary 
he  would,  I  believe,  become  the  most  pow¬ 
erful  figure  in  the  Government  so  far  as 
domestic  affairs  are  concerned. 

The  Federal  Security  Administration 
has  increased  its  expenditures  from 
$743,000,000  in  1846  to  $1,500,000,000  in 
1950. 

The  Hoover  Commission’s  task  force 
on  public  welfare  recognizes  clearly  that 
the  proposed  department  should  be  sep¬ 
arated  and  the  power  centered  in  the 
three  bureau  chiefs.  That  task  force 
on  public  welfare,  much  as  they  are  in¬ 
terested  in  welfare,  came  to  this  con¬ 
clusion  : 

In  a  multifunctional  department  the  bu¬ 
reau  chiefs  are  the  real  directing  heads  of 
actual  operations — 

In  a  multifunctioning  department,  one 
where  there  are  three  entirely  separate 
functions — 

especially  if  the  bureaus  are  engaged  in  pro¬ 
fessional  or  scientific  fields.  They  should 
be  and  often  are  selected  primarily  on  the 
basis  of  their  professional  attainments  and 
standing.  *  *  * 

Our  recommendation  would  be  that  no 
steps  be  taken  which  would  reduce  the  sta¬ 
tus  and  prestige  of  the  chiefs  of  the  pro¬ 
fessional  bureaus  in  the  Federal  Security 
Agency.  The  positions  should  attract  the 
best,  and  opportunity  for  professional  leader- 


11674 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  15 


ship  and  influence  is  perhaps  the  most  at¬ 
tractive  feature  of  these  positions. 

The  new  Secretary  could  not  be  an 
expert  in  health,  in  welfare  and  in  edu¬ 
cation  at  the  same  time.  Nor  could  he 
properly  study  and  develop  the  knowledge 
necessary  to  cover  all  three  of  those  fields. 
He  is  most  likely,  of  course,  to  be  a  man 
interested  in  welfare,  to  whom  health 
and  education  are  entirely  subordinated. 
The  new  plan  does  not  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  Reorganization  Act.  Far 
from  reducing  expenditures,  it  will  lead 
to  increased  spending.  Not  one  cent  of 
saving  will  result.  If  the  Federal  Secur¬ 
ity  Administration  were  raised  to  a  de¬ 
partment  it  would  be  bound  to  add  many 
officers  and  increase  the  cost  and  ex¬ 
pense.  Far  from  increasing  the  effi¬ 
ciency  of  the  operations  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  it  would  subject  all  of  these  de¬ 
partments  to  political  control.  It  does 
not  group  agencies  “according  to  major 
purposes,”  in  the  terms  of  the  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act.  It  does  not  consolidate  agen¬ 
cies  for  similar  functions  or  abolish  a 
single  agency  or  function.  It  does  not 
eliminate  overlapping  or  duplication  of 


effort.  It  contains  one  rather  curious 
provision  making  the  Federal  Security 
Administrator  the  Acting  Secretary  of 
Welfare  for  a  period  of  60  days,  re¬ 
ceiving  the  compensation  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Welfare.  Apparently  the  Federal 
Security  Administrator  cannot  wait  for 
confirmation  by  the  Senate.  Clearly  no 
man  should  become  Acting  Secretary  of 
Welfare  until  his  name  has  been  submit¬ 
ted  to  the  Senate  and  given  consideration. 
The  Reorganization  Act  does  not  con¬ 
template  that  any  Cabinet  officer  act  as 
such  without  confirmation  by  the  Senate. 

The  rejection  of  this  plan  will  not  be 
any  set-back  to  the  adoption  of  the 
Hoover  plan.  It  will  be  a  warning  to 
the  departments  that  they  cannot  have 
their  cake  and  eat  it  too.  I  submit  for 
the  Record  a  summary  of  the  replies 
of  the  various  departments  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments,  and  ask  that  it  be  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  summary 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


COMMENTS  OP  DEPARTMENTS  AND  AGENCY  HEADS 
ON  THE  HOOVER  REPORT 

All  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Branch  have  studied  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  The  com¬ 
ments  of  almost  30  departments  and  agencies 
have  been  submitted  to  Senator  McClellan, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Expenditures  Com¬ 
mittee.  These  comments  have  been  printed 
or  summarized  in  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord.  The  reaction  of  most  of  the  department 
and  agency  heads  was  very  unfavorable. 
This  attitude  constitutes  a  very  serious 
threat  to  effective  reorganization. 

In  its  final  report  to  Congress,  the  Hoover 
Commission  warned : 

“It  is  natural  to  expect  vigorous  opposition 
to  reforms  from  agencies  and  groups,  each  of 
which  approves  heartily  of  reorganizations 
that  do  not  affect  its  own  immediate  inter¬ 
ests.  The  Congress  must  be  prepared  to  ac¬ 
cept  this  fact  and  give  careful  attention  to 
the  validity  of  arguments  of  those  who  would 
seek  to  escape  reorganization,  as  many  have 
so  successfully  done  in  the  past.”  (Conclud¬ 
ing  Report,  p.  47.) 

The  most  vigorous  opposition  to  the  Hoo¬ 
ver  report  is  represented  in  the  comments  of 
the  following  departments  and  agencies: 


FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Department  of  Agriculture. 


Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 


Civil  Service  Commission. 


Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation, 
Federal  Power  Commission. 


Federal  Security  Agency. 


Federal  Trade  Commission. 


EXAMPLE  OF  HOOVER  COMMISSION  RECOMMENDA¬ 
TIONS  APPROVED 

Two  additional  Assistant  Secretaries  and 
an  Administrative  Assistant  Secretary;*  in¬ 
creased  authority  for  Secretary  to  control 
Department. 


Increased  salaries  for  Board  members  and 
staff  assistants. 


Development  of  standards  for  department 
and  agency  personnel  offices  if  sufficient 
funds  are  provided  for  this  additional  func¬ 
tion;  increased  salaries  for  agency  heads; 
sabbatical  leave  for  certain  Government  em¬ 
ployes;  Chairman  of  CSC  to  be  Director  of 
Personnel  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the 
President. 

No  approval  of  any  Commission  recom¬ 
mendation  indicated. 

Salary  increases  for  Commissioners,  Board 
and  staff  members. 


Transformation  of  the  FSA  into  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Welfare;  higher  salaries  for  top- 
level  officials;  increased  authority  of  agency 
heads  over  their  organizations;  transfer  of 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  from  Department 
of  Interior  to  FSA. 


control  over 


!tlons. 


EXAMPLE  OF  HOOVER  COMMISSION  RECOMMENDA¬ 
TIONS  DISAPPROVED 

Proposals  estimated  to  save  $44,000,000  a 
year,  including  discontinuance  of  certain 
lending  activities  of  Farmers’  Home  Admin¬ 
istration;  consolidation  of  that  Administra¬ 
tion  with  Farm  Credit  Administration;  cre¬ 
ation  of  a  single  departmental  regulatory 
service;  prohibition  against  committees  of 
farmers  serving  any  any  capacity  other  than 
advisory. 

Separation  of  regulatory  functions  and 
business  functions  by  transfer  of  latter  to 
Department  of  Commerce;  development  of 
over-all  route  programs  for  air  transporta¬ 
tion  by  Department  of  Commerce;  payment 
of  air-mail  subsidies  by  open  appropriation 
from  tax  funds  rather  than  by  way  of  hidden 
subsidies  imposed  on  the  Post  Office  and  mail 
users. 

Mandatory  requirement  that  each  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  head  have  director  of  per¬ 
sonnel  on  his  management  staff;  further  de¬ 
centralization  of  examining  and  recruiting 
personnel.  . 


Transfer  to  FDIC  to  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment. 

Transfer  of  power  planning  functions  to 
Department  of  Interior;  investigation  of 
natural  gas  resources  be  given  to  Interior;  in¬ 
creased  power  for  Chairman;  supervision  by 
Budget  Bureau  of  publications  and  statistical 
activities. 

Transfer  of  Public  Health  Service  and 
Federal  hospital  functions  to  a  United  Medi¬ 
cal  Administration;  transfer  of  functions  un¬ 
der  the  food  and  drug  laws  to  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  an  Independent  medical 
agency;  transfer  of  Bureau  of  Employees 
Compensation  and  Employees  Compensation 
Appeals  Board  to  Labor  Department;  reten¬ 
tion  of  Railroad  Retirement  Board  as  an 
Independent  agency;  continued  administra¬ 
tion  of  educational  exchange  program  by 
State  Department. 

Transfer  of  regulatory  functions  relating 
to  food  products  to  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture;  transfer  of  drug  regulatory  functions 
to  a  United  Medical  Administration. 
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FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency. 


United  States  Maritime  Commission. 


National  Advisory  Council  on  Aeronautics. 


Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation. 


Selective  Service  System. 
Veterans’  Administration. 


The  Hoover  Commission  predicted  that 
many  departments  and  agencies  would  bit¬ 
terly  oppose  effective  reorganization.  The 
power  of  an  entrenched  bureaucracy  has 
been  strong  enough  to  nullify  the  reorgani¬ 
zation  efforts  of  every  President  from  Taft 
to  Roosevelt.  The  comments  of  most  of  the 
major  departments  and  agencies  show  that 
they  will  support  only  the  expensive  recom¬ 
mendations  such  as  those  dealing  with  in¬ 
creased  salaries,  additional  personnel,  and 
additional  powers.  They  will  oppose  the 
money-saving  recommendations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  represented  principally  in  the  con¬ 
solidation  of  functions  scattered  through¬ 
out  the  executive  branch,  and  in  the  discon¬ 
tinuance  of  certain  activities.  If  the  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  are  permitted  to  take 
only  the  plums  in  the  Hoover  report,  the  cost 
of  Government  will  be  increased  substanti¬ 
ally  without  any  increase  in  efficiency. 

The  Hoover  Commission  warned  of  the 
dangers  of  partial  or  half-hearted  implemen¬ 
tation  of  its  recommendations.  It  is  only 
fair  to  demand  that  department  and  agency 
heads  who  seek  the  benefits  of  the  Hoover 
report  must  also  accept  recommendations 
which  may  not  advance  the  interests  of  their 
own  empire.  More  than  half  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  recommendations  require  no  specific 
legislation.  Accordingly  the  initial  responsi¬ 
bility  for  resisting  the  pressures  of  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  lies  with  the  President. 
In  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  Congress 
vested  in  the  President  extremely  broad  re¬ 
organization  authority  without  any  crippling 
exemptions  or  exceptions.  Unfortunately, 
the  hostile  attitude  of  some  departments 
and  agencies  toward  the  Hoover  report  has 
already  been  reflected  in  the  action  of  the 
President. 

For  example,  in  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
6  of  1949,  the  President  adopted  several 
minor  recommendations  of  the  Commission 
relating  to  the  United  States  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission.  The  most  important  recommenda¬ 


EXAMPLE  OF  HOOVER  COMMISSION  RECOMMENDA¬ 
TIONS  APPROVED 

Increased  salaries;  transfer  of  Veterans’ 
Administration  home  goan  guaranty  activi¬ 
ties  to  HHFA;  greater  decentralization  of 
personnel  transactions  now  performed  by 
Civil  Service  Commission;  transfer  of  Federal 
National  Mortgage  Association  to  HHFA. 

Higher  salaries  for  Commissioners  and  other 
top-level  officials;  additional  power  to  dele¬ 
gate  authority. 


The  Commission’s  personnel  management 
recommendations,  including  pay  raise,  and 
the  Hoover  report  on  supply  activities  and 
budgeting  and  accounting. 

General  approval  of  the  Hoover  report  on 
budgeting  and  accounting,  and  the  report 
on  personnel  management  recommending 
higher  salaries  and  greater  control  over  per¬ 
sonnel  transactions. 

No  approval  of  any  part  of  Hoover  report 
indicated. 

No  approval  of  any  part  of  Hoover  report 
indicated. 


tion  from  the  standpoint  of  economy  and 
efficiency  was  the  separation  of  regulatory 
functions  and  business  functions.  The 
Hoover  Commission  recommended  that  the 
business  of  building,  operating,  chartering, 
and  selling  ships  be  transferred  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce.  The  transfer  of 
business  functions  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce  could  have  been  made  by  the 
President  in  accordance  with  his  authority 
under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  Ap¬ 
parently,  the  objection  of  the  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission  prevailed. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  of  1949  faith¬ 
fully  carries  out  Federal  Security  Admin¬ 
istrator  Ewing’s  opinion  of  these  Hoover 
Commission  recommendations  which  deal 
primarily  with  the  functions  of  his  agency. 
The  plan  converts  the  Federal  Security 
Agency  into  a  Department  of  Welfare.  It 
confers  on  the  Secretary  of  Welfare  addi¬ 
tional  authority  over  welfare,  health,  and 
education  activities.  The  Hoover  Commission 
recommended  that  certain  nonwelfare  ac¬ 
tivities  be  transferred  to  other  departments 
or  agencies.  Mr.  Ewing  recommended  that 
these  nonwelfare  activities  be  retained  in 
a  Department  of  Welfare.  They  were  not 
disturbed  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 
Although  the  President  provided  in  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  2  for  the  transfer  of  the 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security  from  the 
Federal  Security  Agency  to  the  Department 
of  Labor,  this  recommendation  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  was  not  opposed  by  Mr.  Ewing. 

Some  Federal  agencies,  which  by  reason  of 
their  size  or  the  peculiar  character  of  their 
work  are  little  affected  by  the  Commission’s 
recommendations,  approved  the  Hoover  re¬ 
port.  Generally  favorable  comments  were 
also  made  by  heads  of  Departments  which 
would  lose  no  functions  if  the  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission  recommendations  were  adopted. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  this  sum¬ 
mary  is  very  interesting.  All  the  depart¬ 


EXAMPLE  OF  HOOVER  COMMISSION  RECOMMENDA¬ 
TIONS  DISAPPROVED 

Congressional  approval  of  expenditures  for 
capital  additions;  congressional  restrictions 
on  direct  loans;  placement  of  housing  con¬ 
struction  functions  in  Department  of  In¬ 
terior;  establishment  of  a  National  Monetary 
and  Credit  Council;  transfer  of  Office  of 
Housing  Expediter  to  HHFA. 

Separation  of  regulatory  and  business  func¬ 
tions  by  transferring  the  latter  (ship  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  charter,  and  sale)  to 
Department  of  Commerce;  development  of 
water  route  programs  by  Commerce  rather 
than  United  States  Maritime  Commission; 
determination  of  minimum  wages  for  sea¬ 
men  removed  to  Labor  Department;  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  clear  line  of  authority  from 
the  President  down  to  subordinate  units  of 
the  executive  branch. 

Transfer  of  NACA  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce;  authority  in  General  Services 
Agency  over  specialized  procurement. 

Every  specific  recommendation  of  the 
Hoover  Commission  which  applies  to  RFC; 
general  recommendations  concerning  char¬ 
ters  for  Government  corporations. 

Transfer  of  the  Selective  Service  System  to 
the  Department  of  Labor. 

Virtually  every  specific  recommendation 
applying  to  VA,  including :  Creation  of  a  vet¬ 
erans’  life*  insurance  corporation;  transfer 
of  home  loan  guaranty  program  to  HHFA; 
transfer  of  medical  functions  to  an  inde¬ 
pendent  medical  agency;  transfer  of  hospital 
construction  functions  to  Interior;  and  cen¬ 
tralization  of  public  buildings  management 
functions  in  the  General  Services  Agency. 


ments  in  their  reports  accept  the  things 
which  they  like  and  reject  the  things 
which  they  do  not  like.  For  example,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  approves 
these  recommendations  of  the  Hoover 
Commission:  Two  additional  assistant 
secretaries  and  an  administrative  as¬ 
sistant  secretary;  increased  authority 
for  Secretary  to  control  Department. 
It  rejects  proposals  estimated  to  save 
$44,000,000  a  year,  including  discontinu¬ 
ance  of  certain  lending  activities  of  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration;  consoli¬ 
dation  of  that  Administration  with  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration ;  creation  of 
a  single  departmental  regulatory  serv¬ 
ice;  and  prohibition  against  committees 
of  farmers  serving  in  any  capacity  other 
than  advisory.  It  rejects  everything  that 
makes  any  economy.  It  accepts  things 
that  it  likes. 

The  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  approves 
increased  salaries  for  Board  members 
and  staff  assistants,  but  rejects  every 
other  proposal  of  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion. 

There  will  be  inserted  in  the  Record 
reports  of  the  various  bureaus,  in  every 
case  saying,  “This  we  like,  and  that  we 
do  not  like.”  So  if  we  accept  uncritically 
the  plans  which  are  presented,  we  shall 
find  that  we  have  picked  out  those  things 
which  are  pleasing  to  the  departments, 
and  left  out  all  the  things  that  they  do 
not  like.  Once  they  get  the  things  they 
like,  there  will  be  no  effort  and  no  inter¬ 
est  in  carrying  out  the  effective  parts  of 
the  Hoover  Commission  recommenda¬ 
tions. 

We  cannot  give  the  departments  the 
things  they  want  and  then  ever  hope  to 
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impose  on  them  those  matters  which  they 
regard  as  unpleasant.  Even  in  the  State 
Department  bill  it  will  be  remembered 
that  they  added  the  assistant  secretaries 
recommended  by  the  Hoover  report,  but 
they  did  not  abolish  the  office  of  General 
Counsel  and  one  other  office  which  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommended  should 
be  abolished. 

The  General  Service  Agency  takes  in 
the  Federal  Works  Agency,  but  does  not 
face  the  problem  of  setting  up  a  De¬ 
partment  of  Public  Works,  which  is  such 
a  knotty  problem. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  disagree  in  any  degree  at  all  with 
the  Hoover  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions?  Does  he  take  everything  the 
Hoover  Commission  has  recommended, 
and  swallow  everything  that  is  handed 
down? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  do  not  think  I  would;  no. 
The  important  point  I  wanted  to  make 
today  is  that  this  plan  is  in  violation  of 
the  Hoover  plan.  That  is  the  point  I  am 
anxious  to  make  at  this  time.  I  shall  dis¬ 
cuss  tomorrow  at  greater  length  all  the 
details,  and  will  be  glad  to  answer  ques¬ 
tions.  I  am  glad  to  answer  questions 
now. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  glad  to  know  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  does  not  agree 
with  everything  the  Hoover  Commission 
has  recommended,  yet  he  is  criticising  the 
administration  for  disagreeing  with  the 
Hoover  Commission.  At  the  same  time, 
he  tells  the  Senate  and  the  country  that 
he  does  not  agree  with  everything  the 
Hoover  Commission  recommends. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  am  delighted  to  have  the 
Senator  point  out  that  the  Senatet  should 
examine  the  plans  submitted,  and  should 
not  accept  them  merely  because  they 
happen  to  be  in  full  accord  with  the 
Hoover  plan.  That  is  exactly  the  criti¬ 
cal  examination  which  I  think  we  should 
make  of  this  plan.  I  am  fully  in  accord 
with  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  in  accord  with  the 
Senator  from  Ohio,  but  the  Senator  has 
been  using  the  Hoover  Commission’s  rec¬ 
ommendations  in  his  argument  to  tear 
down  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  and 
other  similar  plans  which  have  been  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  President. 

Mr.  TAFT.  The  only  reason  I  have 
done  so  is  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  sent  a  letter  which  was  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record,  which  stated  that 
if  we  disapprove  this  plan,  just  as  it  is, 
we  shall  be  discrediting  the  Hoover  plan, 
and  the  President  could  not  go  forward 
with  it.  That  simply  is  not  true.  My 
whole  purpose  in  speaking  this  after¬ 
noon  is  to  dispute  that  statement.  I  am 
delighted  to  have  the  Senator  feel  also 
that  the  President’s  position  is  not  cor¬ 
rect  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  wish  to  make  one  or 
two  statements.  Now  that  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  has  taken  the  leader¬ 
ship  away  from  the  Democratic  Party 
upon  this  very  important  issue,  and  has 
seen  fit  to  deliver  a  speech  on  this  im¬ 
portant  question,  I  am  sure  that  he  has 
spoken  for  those  who  are  against  Reor¬ 
ganization  Plan  No.  1.  As  a  result  of  the 


speech  which  he  has  made  this  after¬ 
noon,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  oyght  to 
get  a  limitation  of  debate  when  we  come 
back  here  tomorrow. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  should  be  inclined  to 
recommend  a  limitation  of  debate. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
would,  after  making  his  principal  speech 
this  afternoon,  before  the  reorganization 
plan  is  even  before  the  Senate.  I  am  very 
glad  that  he  has  done  so,  if  it  will  save 
some  time.  The  Senator  from  Ohio  can¬ 
not  add  very  much  to  what  he  has  said 
this  afternoon,  even  though  he  goes  into 
great  detail. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  at 
this  point  in  the  Record,  two  items  which 
I  send  to  the  desk,  which  will  contribute 
to  our  thinking  on  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1. 

The  first  is  a  letter  by  Dr.  Mattingly, 
of  Washington,  which  illustrates  some  of 
the  irrelevancies  which  have  entered  the 
discussion  of  this  matter.  The  second 
is  a  column  by  Doris  Fleeson  which  closes 
on  a  provocative  note.  Some  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  may  be  thinking  of  voting  against 
the  plan  at  the  behest  of  a  misinformed 
medical  society  which  thinks  that  by  re¬ 
organizing  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  on  a  more  efficient  basis,  we 
are  abdicating  our  right  to  legislate  on 
matters  of  health.  Of  course,  this  claim 
is  absolutely  unfounded  and  irrelevant. 
However,  should  it  be  offered  tomorrow, 
I  shall  watch  with  interest  to  see  if 
those  espousing  that  argument  show  the 
intellectual  consistency  to  which  Miss 
Fleeson  refers.  I  shall  watch  to  see  with 
what  equal  promptitude  and  fervor  they 
move  to  do  away  with  the  medical  care 
now  made  available  to  Members  of  the 
Senate  on  terms  which  must  be  much 
more  objectionable  to  medical  societies 
than  is  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  article  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

/  WELFARE  DEPARTMENT 

Ernest  E.  Irons,  M.  D.,  president,  American 
Medical  Association  and  the  editors  of  the 
Washington  Post  take  opposing  views  re :  the 
President’s  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  (July 
29). 

Our  AMA  wants  a  Federal  department  of 
health  headed  by  a  physician  of  Cabinet 
rank.  The  Washington  Post  advocates  co¬ 
ordinating  all  the  Nation’s  problems  of 
health,  education,  and  social  security  under 
a  new  department  of  welfare.  It  would  not 
require  the  administrator  to  be  a  doctor. 
But  it  would  require  him  to  be  an  acknowl¬ 
edged  expert  in  all  phases  of  social  engineer¬ 
ing  pertaining  to  culture  and  the  economics 
of  democratic  survival. 

Dr.  Irons  fears  the  President’s  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  will  make  America  over  in  the 
bankrupt  pattern  of  the  welfare  state.  He 
implies  that  the  drift  to  the  welfare  state 
can  be  avoided.  If  he  so  believes  Dr.  Irons 
is  blind  to  the  tumultuous  and  irresistible 
forces  of  history  about  him.  The  welfare 
state  is  unavoidable.  It  is  either  that  or  the 
slave  state. 

The  welfare  state  is  the  lesser  evil.  For 
this  Nation,  its  mind,  heart,  and  conscience 
will  be  determined  by  the  future  department 
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of  welfare.  Our  job  is  to  make  that  conform 
to  democratic  ideals  and  traditions. 

The  essential  characteristic  of  any  welfare 
state  is  administrative  government.  By  its 
very  nature  it  is  a  denial  of  representative 
government.  We  must  revert  to  a  rule  of 
men  through  the  appointive  power  of  our 
Chief  Executive.  Theoretically  these  ap¬ 
pointees  are  exemplary  servants  of  policy. 
In  practice  they  are  a  cynical  means  of  pay¬ 
ing  political  debts.  Given  administrative 
power  they  soon  conspire  to  become  makers 
and  masters  of  policy.  This  is  how  a  politi¬ 
cal  dictatorship  would  come  to  power  in  this 
country. 

If  politicians  like  Mr.  Ewing  are  to  be  key 
administrators  in  the  inevitable  welfare  state 
let  organized  medicine  be  vigilant  and  reso¬ 
lute  in  denying  his  policy-making  powers. 
We  do  not  question  Mr.  Ewing’s  skill  as  an 
administrator  nor  that  the  President  is  deep¬ 
ly  in  his  debt.  We  do  deny  he  is  an  ac¬ 
knowledged  expert  in  all  phases  of  social  en¬ 
gineering  pertaining  to  culture  and  the  eco¬ 
nomics  of  democratic  survival. 

•  Thomas  E.  Mattingly,  M.  D. 

Washington. 


[From  the  Washington  Evening  Star  of 
August  11,  1949] 

Powerful  Medicine — Coalition  Fight  on 

Ewing  Imperils  Plan  To  Combine  Welfare 

Activities 

(By  Doris  Fleeson) 

Because  Oscar  Ewing,  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  loyally  supports  President  Tru¬ 
man’s  Fair  Deal,  including  the  health  pro¬ 
gram,  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  is  in  peril. 

Plan  No.  1  combines  all  welfare  activities 
in  a  Department  of  Welfare.  It  brings  to 
fruition  years  of  nonpartisan  effort  which 
culminated  in  the  Reorganization  Com¬ 
mission  headed  by  Herbert  Hoover.  Mr. 
Hoover  has  testified  that  it  is  a  step  in  the 
right  direction  and  substantially  in  accord 
with  his  recommendations. 

It  is  known  that  Mr.  Truman  would  name 
Mr.  Ewing  Welfare  Secretary.  Obviously,  Mr. 
Ewing  could  not,  administer  any  health  pro¬ 
gram  Congress  did  not  first  enact  and  Con¬ 
gress  has  not  yet  seen  fit  to  enact  one. 

Actually  the  fight  on  Mr.  Ewing  represents 
another  bold  attempt  by  a  Republican- 
southern  conservative  Democrat  coalition  to 
dictate  personnel  or  policy  to  the  White 
House  which  is  has  failed  to  capture  in  free 
elections  for  20  years. 

TAFT  ONE  OF  AUTHORS 

Senator  Taft  is  one  cf  the  authors  of  the 
resolution  to  disapprove  plan  No.  1,  the 
others  being  Democrats — Hunt,  of  Wyoming, 
a  dentist:  and  Fulbright,  of  Arkansas.  Sen¬ 
ator  Taft  has  made  tentative  attempts  to 
make  defeat  of  plan  No.  1  a  matter  of  Re¬ 
publican  policy  but  has  been  rebuffed,  many 
Republicans  feeling  it  would  constitute  a 
repudiation  of  Mr.  Hoover. 

Democrats  will  not  even  ask  the  President 
to  withdraw  Mr.  Ewing’s  name;  they  agree 
with  him  that  Mr.  Ewing  has  earned  the 
post.  But  they  fear  the  powerful  medicine 
mixed  by  the  American  Medical  Association 
against  the  ffuman  bill  and  its  defender,  Mr. 
Ewing. 

The  AMA  propaganda  is  well  financed, 
widespread,  and  above  all,  respectable. 
Southern  Democrats  can  cite  it  without  men¬ 
tioning  that  Mr.  Ewing,  in  appointing  a  col¬ 
ored  woman  as  his  special  assistant  and  col¬ 
ored  doctors  to  Federal  hospital  staffs,  is 
actually  practicing  the  civil-rights  plank  in 
the  Democratic  platform. 

Notably  Senator  Hoey,  of  North  Carolina, 
is  one  of  four  Expenditures  committeemen 
who  voted  against  the  disapproval  resolution. 
The  others:  Republican  Margaret  Chase 
Smith  and  Democrats  Humphrey  and  Taylor. 

Voting  to  report  the  plan  unfavorably  were 
Democrats  Eastland,  Robertson,  and  Me- 
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Clellan,  all  southerners,  and  Republicans 
McCarthy,  Ives,  Mtjndt,  and  Schoeppel. 
Their  argument  is  said  to  be  that  Mr.  Ewing 
is  bound  to  be  Secretary  of  Welfare  and  that 
putting  so  stout  a  champion  of  the  Truman 
program  there  would  give  it  great  momentum. 

NOTABLY  SUCCESSFUL 

Truman  appointments  are  too  often  vul¬ 
nerable  from  the  competence  standpoint. 
Mr.  Ewing  however  cannot  be  attacked  as  a 
lame  duck,  a  profession  liberal,  or  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  careerist  who  never  met  a  pay  roll. 
He  is  a  notably  successful  New  York  lawyer, 
formerly  counsel  for  the  Aluminum  Co.  of 
America.  As  former  Democratic  vice  chair¬ 
man,  he  did  many  Important  and  delicate 
tasks  for  his  party. 

Senators,  of  course,  are  not  against  social¬ 
ized  medicine  for  Senators.  They,  and  Rep¬ 
resentatives  too,  enjoy  the  unremitting  atten¬ 
tions  of  a  doctor  chosen  by  them  and  paid 
by  the  taxpayers.  Dr.  George  Calver,  whose 
office  is  in  the  Capitol.  When  they  need  hos¬ 
pitalization,  the  taxpayers  generously  pro¬ 
vide  completely  free  treatment  by  some  of 
the  country's  finest  doctors  in  the  superb 
Army  and  Navy  hospitals  here. 

To  paraphrase  Samuel  Butler,  Members  of 
Congress  would  be  almost  as  much  horri¬ 
fied  at  hearing  socialized  medicine  preached 
as  they  would  be  to  see  it  discontinued  in 
their  case. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Can  the  Senator  tell 
us  what  position  the  Hoover  Commission, 
or  any  member  of  it,  took  as  to  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  1?  Has  it  taken  sides? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
Hoover  Commission  took  any  official 
position.  I  understand  it  did  not.  In 
effect,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  plan  which 
is  submitted  carries  out  the  recommend¬ 
ations  of  the  minority  of  the  three  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Hoover  Commission.  In 
effect  they  did  not  want  to  set  up  a  sep¬ 
arate  medical  administration.  As  I  see 
it,  this  plan  simply  carries  out  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  minority  of  the 
Hoover  Commission. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  stated 
a  while  ago  that  if  we  were  to  give  the 
Federal  Administrator  Cabinet  status,  it 
would  increase  his  power.  Can  the  Sen¬ 
ator  tell  us  in  what  respect? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Under  the  terms  of  this 
plan,  which  I  read: 

All  of  the  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Welfare — 

If  they  had  stopped  there,  and  con¬ 
tinued  with  the  language,  “Including  all 
the  functions  of  the  Federal  Security  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  are  hereby  consolidated  in 
the  Secretary  of  Welfare,”  it  would  have 
been  different.  They  said  : 

All  of  the  functions  of  the  Department  of 
Welfare  and  of  all  officers  and  constituent 
units  thereof. 

That  means  powers  conferred  by 
statute  on  the  Surgeon  General  of  the 
Public  Health  Service — powers,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  to  approve  plans  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  hospitals.  Such  powers  would 
all  be  transferred  to  the  Secretary  of 
Welfare.  He  would  pass  on  those  ques¬ 
tions  individually,  unless  he  chose  to  del¬ 
egate  the  task  to  someone  else. 

Mr.  El  LENDER.  But  all  those  powers 
are  derived  from  Congress,  are  they  not? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Yes;  they  are  derived 
from  Congress.  But  Congress  thought 
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that  the  position  of  Surgeon  General  ;he  whole  question  of  veterans’  educa-/ 
in  the  Public  Health  Service  should  be  £ion  in  private  schools.  I  question  that 


filled  by  a  doctor,  and  that  the  powers 
conferred  on  him  should  be  exercised  by 
a  doctor.  We  placed  educational  powers 
in  the  head  of  the  Office  of  Education, 
who  presumably  is  an  educator.  Con¬ 
gress  did  that  deliberately. 

It  is  a  general  principle  of  the  Hoover 
plan  to  concentrate  power  in  the  top 
man,  and  ordinarily  I  do  not  object  to 
that  principle;  but  when  we  have  a  de¬ 
partment  made  up  of  three  entirely  sep¬ 
arate  functions,  then  it  seems  to  me  ob¬ 
vious  that  those  functions  ought  to  be 
kept  separate  by  Congress,  and  ought  to 
be  administered  by  men  chosen  for  the 
particular  purpose. 

TNTEETnR  nEPARTMEHT  APPS.nRR.T  A  — 


TIONS,  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
if  the  bill  (H.  R.  3838)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
enator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  What  is  the  ques¬ 
tion  before  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  isVn  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment\n  page  5,  after  line  10,  in 
House  bill  383^ 

ained  the  floor. 

A  President,  will  the 


like  to  suggest 
if  the  Senator 
It  that  to  be 
e  the  able 
hie  taken  the 


Mr.  KERR  o 
f  Mr.  LUCAS. 

■Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yftld. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  should 
the  absence  of  a  quoru 
from  Oklahoma  will  pe: 
done.  This  is  the  first 
Senator  from  Oklahoma 
floor  since  he  has  been  a  MefMcer  of  the 
United  States  Senate.  It  is  veryvunilsual, 
in  these  days,  for  a  distinguisheaVentle- 
man  like  my  friend  the  SenatpfCfrom 
Oklahoma  to  wait  this  long,  and  I  sftould 
like  to  have  all  Members  of  the  Sent^e 
hear  him  discuss  this  very  importa: 
question.  / 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR  1950 — CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  a  quorum  call  is  had,  unless  one 
should  be  necessary  with  respect  to  the 
.’request  I  am  about  to  make,  let  me  say 
that  the  House  has  just  adopted  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  Independent  Offices 
Appropriation  bill#  I  know  everyone  is 
anxious  to  get  tptese  appropriation  bills 
passed.  I  shoulcflike  to  submit  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
conferees,  and  have  it  considered,  if  the 

[Senator  from  Oklahoma  will  yield  for 
that  purpose. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 

I  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  the  conference  report  on  the  In- 
;  dependent  Offices  Appropriation  bill  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  I  wonder 
;  whether  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
’  would  be  willing  to  put  that  request  over 
until  tomorrow.  My  attention  has  been 
(.called  to  the  fact  that  the  conferees 
have  inserted  a  long  proviso  dealing  with 


provision.  Off  hand  it  would  seem  -to 
me  to  be  legislation.  I  do  not  ktfow 
whether  the  Committee  on  Conference 
has  power  to  do  so,  but  at  least  I  dis¬ 
agree  with  some  of  the  conclusions  and 
some  of  the  legislation,  because  it  is 
clearly  legislation. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Does  tM  S;nator 
from  Ohio  refer  to  the  amenchnent  deal¬ 
ing  with  aviation  training?  / 

Mr.  TAFT.  If  it  related*'  to  aviation 
training  only,  that  migl^t  be  another 
matter.  There  was  in  tharbil'l  something 
about  aviation  trainings  But  this  item 
applies  to  all  schools  ifir  veterans. 

For  some  time  we  Jiave  been  having 
before  the  Committeef  on  Education  and 
Labor  hearings  on /the  whole  question 
of  the  regulation /of  privately  owned 
schools,  which  income  ways  constitute 
an  abuse  and  iiy  other  ways  constitute 
a  service  for  tpe  veterans.  I  should 
not  like  to  hasr  this  conference  report 
go  through  at/this  time;  at  least,  I  won¬ 
der  whether  Ahe  Senator  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  havem  wait  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  was  just  going 
to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio  that  if 
I  have  iu'mind  the  item  to  which  he  has 
been  referring,  it  relates  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa-  [Mr.  Thomas]  in  regard  to  avia¬ 
tion-straining  and  aviation  schools.  That 
was  a  Senate  committee  amendment.  It 
w,»s  adopted  by  the  Senate.  The  House 
obnferees  disagreed,  and  insisted  upon 
Inserting  this  other  material,  which  is, 

'  as  I  understand  it,  the  complete  text  of 
the  regulation  under  which  the  Veterans’ 
Administration  is  now  operating  by 
authority  of  law.  The  Senate  conferees 
agreed,  for  otherwise  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  would  have  been  lost. 

Let  me  suggest  to  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  that  perhaps  the  best  way  to  pro¬ 
ceed  would  be  to  allow  this  particular 
amendment  to  go  over,  but  to  adopt  the 
remainder  of  the  conference  report. 
Then  the  Senator  could  deal  with  this 
particular  item  tomorrow  morning,  and 
his  objection  to  this  item  would  not  then 
clock  consideration  of  this  important 
fivileged  report. 

r.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  can  that  be 
dorf^? 

Mi\  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  ’PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  wJH  state  it. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Would  it  not  be 
possible  for  uAto  consider  all  of  the  con¬ 
ference  reporFteave  amendment  No.  74, 
and  allow  thatVne  amendment  to  go 
over  until  tomorrow? 

The  PRESIDING^  OFFICER.  Since 
the  amendment  is  m*t  embraced  in  the 
conference  report,  thaVcan  be  done. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
that  this  item  is  of  greawmportance,  I 
think,  because  in  the  subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Labor  ancfyEducation 
we  have  had  representatives  o\the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  before  us\  A  pro¬ 
vision  which  is  not  in  the  law  has  been 
inserted.  It  provides  that  none  on,  this 
money  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  allow¬ 
ances,  and  so  forth,  “for  any  veteran, 
after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  thi's 
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'act,  to  reenter  training  or  change  a 
course,  except  where  such  reentry  or 
change  of  course  is  based  upon  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  Administration,  fol¬ 
lowing  advisement  and  guidance.” 

They  admit  it  would  cost  $8,000,000  for 
them  to  put  on  the  additional  personnel 
to  give  that  advice  and  approval  or  guid¬ 
ance.  Certainly  that  is  a  substantial 
change  from  anything  in  existing  law. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  add  that 
if  this  proposed  legislation  is  not  ap¬ 
proved,  then  any  serviceman  who  has 
started  a  course,  but  who  has  dropped  it, 
perhaps  to  take  a  job,  and  now  wishes 
to  take  up  that  course  again,  can  do  so, 
unless  he  was  expelled  for  cause. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President.  I 
recognize  the  importance  of  the  matter. 
My  suggestion  is  that  we  approve — if 
that  is  possible,  and  I  think  it  is — all  the 
rest  of  the  conference  report,  but  allow 
this  matter  to  go  over  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  TAFT.  That  will  be  perfectly  sat¬ 
isfactory. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
the  veterans  in  the  schools  are  not  de¬ 
pendent  upon  the  adoption  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  provision,  which  I  think  clearly 
is  legislation. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Yes;  it  is  legisla¬ 
tion,  but  it  has  been  approved  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Except  for  the 
amendment  which  will  go  over,  what  is 
left  in  the  conference  report  for  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  act  upon? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  several  amendments. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  About  100  amend¬ 
ments  were  added  by  the  Senate.  Some, 
comparatively  few,  the  Senate  conferees 
had  to  surrender.  The  House  has 
agreed  to  some,  to  others  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  propose  to  proceed  with  all 
except  this  one. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  All  except  this  one? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Yes.  The  pres¬ 
ent  proposal  is  to  have  the  Senate  agree 
to  all  of  the  conference  report  with  the 
exception  of  amendment  No.  74. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  all  the  amend¬ 
ments  we  would  now  approve  are  Sen¬ 
ate  amendments,  and  the  House  has 
agreed  to  concur  in  them? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  There  were  some 
changes.  The  Senate  conferees  receded 
upon  some,  and  the  House  has  receded 
upon  others. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  this  amend¬ 
ment  include  aviation  training? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Yes;  this  is  the 
one.  / 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  has  been  greatly 
changed^ 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Unquestionably  it 
has.  / 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  that, 
and  I  understand  that  the  amendment 
will  go  over  for  further  consideration. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Yes. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  I  wish  to  know  if  there 
are  points  of  issue  in  the  other  amend¬ 
ments,  which  might  involve  considerable 
discussion  such  as  is  contemplated  in 
connection  with  amendment  numbered 
74. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  think  not,  but 
I  am  merely  requesting  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  we  may  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  all  the  other  amendments 
in  the  conference  report,  except  number 
74,  and  that  it  may  go  over. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  explain  the  amendments? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Very  well;  I  have  no 
objection  to  the  consideration  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  except  for  the  one 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  con¬ 
ference  report  will  be  read. 

The  report  was  read  by  the  legislative 
clerk. 

(For  the  full  text  of  the  conference 
report,  see  Congressional  Record  of 
August  12,  1949,  at  pages  11604-11605.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  report. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  to  give  us  an  explanation — I  would 
not  say  in  detail;  but  I  should  like  to 
know  if  the  report  includes  any  amend¬ 
ments  containing,  legislation,  on  which 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate 
and  the  conferees  bn  the  part  of  the 
House  concurred,  other  than  the  amend¬ 
ment  we  have  just  diseased. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  that  is  the  only  one  which  involves 
any  addition  of  that  kind.  - 

The  bill  was  based  upon  a  budget  esti¬ 
mate  of  $8,051,000,000.  The  total  of  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  was  $7,103,000,000.  As  the  bill 
passed  the  Senate,  the  total  was  $7,663,- 
000, 000-odd.  In  the  conference  the 
amount  was  reduced  to  $7,617,739,361. 

The  principal  difference  between  the 
Senate  version  and  the  House  version  lay 
in  additional  estimates  which  came  to 
the  Senate,  but  which  were  not  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  net  difference  being  an  increase  of 
approximately  $267,000,000,  as  I  remem¬ 
ber.  The  principal  increase  was  in  the 
amount  for  the  National  Service  Life 
Insurance — an  increase  of  more  than 
$400,000,000. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  happen  to  be  on  the 
subcommittee  handling  that  matter,  and 
I  appreciate  the  amendment. 

Let  me  ask  the  distinguished  Senator 
about  the  appropriations  for  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  Senate  pro¬ 
visions  were  accepted. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  provisions  for 
fellowships,  and  so  forth,  in  regard  to 
atomic  energy? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Absolutely;  they 
were  accepted  just  as  the  Senate  wrote 
them. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  care  to  go  on  with  his 
discussion?  I  think  it  is  very  informa¬ 


tive.  Those  are  all  the  questions  I 
should  like  to  ask. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  am  sure  the  re¬ 
port  conforms  to  the  will  of  the  Senate. 
I  have  never  known  a  conference  to  be 
more  cooperative.  The  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate  felt  that  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  House  were  most 
agreeable,  although  they  vigorously  de¬ 
fended  the  House  version.  I  wish  to 
compliment  Representative  Albert 
Thomas,  of  Texas,  chairman  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  House,  and  the 
other  able  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  who  served  with  him — Mr. 
Gore,  of  Tennessee,  Mr.  Phillips,  Mr. 
Anderson,  Mr.  Cannon,  Mr.  Case,  and  the 
others.  We  had  a  very  pleasant  con¬ 
ference,  although,  as  in  this  instance  of 
amendment  74,  the  Senate  conferees 
were  forced  to  yield.  We  felt  that  the 
House  presented  a  persuasive  case.  I 
think  the  report  generally  harmonizes 
with  the  will  of  the  Senate. 

For  example,  on  the  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission  controversy,  the  House  has  re¬ 
ceded,  and  the  provisions  with  respect  to 
the  vessels,  the  Mariposa  and  the  Mon¬ 
terey,  have  been  disagreed  to.  The  po¬ 
sition  taken  by  the  Senate  was  sustained. 

There  is  in  the  report  a  direction,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  Maritime  Commission 
make  an  immediate  investigation  and 
make  a  recommendation  to  the  Congress 
by  the  first  of  September  for  action  by 
the  appropriate  legislative  committees. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  the  explanation.  Then 
my  understanding  is  that  what  the  Sen¬ 
ate  is  taking  action  on  now  is  every¬ 
thing — 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  It  is  being  asked 
to  act  on  everything  except  amendment 
No.  74. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  everything  ex¬ 
cept  that?  How  did  the  Senator  refer 
to  the  provision  on  page  63,  line  14?  Did 
he  use  the  word  “occupation”? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  “Veterans’  train¬ 
ing.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  After  the  word  “oc¬ 
cupation”  insert  “which  has  to  do  with 
veterans’  training.”  Is  that  it?  It  is 
a  little  more  than  that,  I  think.  How  is 
the  Senator  going  to  designate  it? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Amendment  74. 

Air.  WHERRY.  Amendment  74?  It 
is  nofrthe  copy  I  have. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  It  is  known  as 
amendment  74,  and  I  say  to  the  Senator 
that  the  Senate  committee  recommended 
an  amendment  with  respect  to  aviation 
training;  the  Senate  accepted  the 
amendment;  it  went  to  conference,  and 
the  House  conferees  declined  to  agree  to 
the  amendment  unless  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  would  agree\to  additional  lan¬ 
guage.  That  was  dohe,  and  the  House, 
now  having  adopted  the  modified  amend¬ 
ment  74,  it  is  before  us,  and  I  think  in  a 
perfectly  parliamentary  Nyay.  But  of 
course,  I  feel  there  should  be  a  full 
understanding  of  the  meaning  of  the 
conferees’  modification  of  the  Senate 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
mind  if  I  propound  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry  on  that  point? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  This 
amendment  was  not  in  the  conference 
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Mr.  McClellan,  from  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  Res.  155] 


K':  The  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments, 
having  considered  Senate  Resolution  155,  which  provides  for  the 
transfer  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  reports  thereon  without  amendment,  and  without  recom¬ 
mendation  for  consideration  by  the  Senate. 

The  President  transmitted  to  the  Senate  on  June  20,  1949,  pursuant 
to  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  transfer  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  from  the 
Federal  Works  Agency  to  the  Department  of  Commerce,  as  follows: 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949 

PUBLIC  ROADS  ADMINISTRATION 

Section  1.  Transfer  of  Public  Roads  Administration. — The  Public  Roads 
Administration,  together  with  its  functions,  including  the  functions  of  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads,  is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Commerce 
and  shall  be  administered  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  subject  to  the 
direction  and  control  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  2.  Transfer  of  certain  functions  of  Federal  Works  Administrator . — All 
functions  of  the  Federal  Works  Administrator  with  respect  to  the  agency  and 
functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  section  1  hereof  are  hereby  transferred 
to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary  or,  sub¬ 
ject  to  his  direction  and  control,  by  such  officers,  employees,  and  agencies  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate. 

Sec.  3.  Records,  property,  personnel,  and  funds. — There  are  hereby  transferred 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce,  to  be  used,  employed,  and  expended  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  functions  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  this  reorganization  plan, 
the  records  and  property  now  being  used  or  held  in  connection  with  such  func¬ 
tions,  the  personnel  employed  in  connection  with  such  functions,  together  with 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  and  the  unexpended  balances  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  allocations,  and  other  funds  available  or  to  be  made  available  for  use  in 
connection  with  such  functions.  Such  further  measures  and  dispositions  as  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  determine  to  be  necessary  in  order  to 
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effectuate  the  transfers  provided  for  in  this  section  shall  be  carried  out  in  such 
manner  as  the  Director  shall  direct  and  by  such  agencies  as  he  shall  designate. 

Sec.  4.  Effect  of  reorganization  plan. — The  provisions  of  this  reorganization 
plan  shall  become  effective  notwithstanding  the  status  of  the  Public  Roads  Ad¬ 
ministration  within  the  Federal  Works  Agency  or  within  any  other  agency  im¬ 
mediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  reorganization  plan. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  7  of  1949  will  become  effective  August  19,  1949, 
unless  the  Senate  takes  adverse  action  before  that  date,  as  provided 
in  Senate  Resolution  155. 

The  preamble  to  Senate  Resolution  155  sets  forth  the  basis  on 
which  the  resolution  was  submitted,  as  follows: 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949,  transmitted  to  Congress  on  June 
29,  1949,  provided  for  the  transfer  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce;  and 

Whereas  there  was  subsequently  enacted  the  Federal  Property  and  Adminis¬ 
trative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  152),  approved  June  30,  1949,  which 
abolished  the  Federal  Works  Agency  and  transferred  all  of  its  functions  to  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services,  and  which  changed  the  name  of  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  transferred  all  of  its 
functions  to  the  Administrator  of  General  Services;  and 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  thus  proposes  to  affect  agencies  which  do 
not  in  fact  exist;  and 

Whereas  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  109) 
provides,  in  substance,  that  any  statute  enacted  in  respect  of  anv  agency  or  func¬ 
tion  affected  by  a  reorganization  plan,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganiza¬ 
tion  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  and 

vv  hereas  all  doubt  should  be  removed  as  to  whether  the  above  cited  statute  has 
made  such  reorganization  plan  ineffective:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Senator  Carl  Hayden,  the  sponsor  of  the  subject  resolution,  sub¬ 
mitted  the  following  memorandum,  prepared  by  the  Office  of  the 
Legislative  Counsel,  to  the  Senate  (Congressional  Record,  August  15 
p.  11638):  ’ 

Office  of  the  Legislative  Counsel, 

United  States  Senate. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  SENATOR  HAYDEN 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for  our  opinion  with  respect  to  the  effectiveness 
20  1949gamZatl°n  P  an  N°'  7  °f  1949,  transmitted  to  the  Congress  on  June 

The  substantive  provisions  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  relate  to  the  transfer 
°f  the  i  ublic  Roads  Administration  and  read  as  follows: 

Section  1.  1  ransfer  of  Public  Roads  Administration:  The  Public  Roads 
Administration,  together  with  its  functions,  including  the  functions  of  the  Com- 
missioner  of  Public  Roads,  is  hereby  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Commerce 
and  shall  be  administered  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  subiect  to  the 
direction  and  control  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Sec.  2.  liansfei  of  certain  functions  of  Federal  Works  Administrator:  All 
functions  of  the  Federal  Works  Administrator  with  respect  to  the  agency  and 
^urj9)'10(Ps  transferred  by  the  provisions  of  .section  1  hereof  are  hereby  transferred 
to  the  [secretary  of  Commerce  and  shall  be  performed  by  the  Secretary  or,  subiect 
to  his  direction  and  control,  by  such  officers,  employees,  and  agencies  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce  as  the  Secretary  shall  designate.” 

Subsequent  to  the  transmittal  to  Congress  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  the 
federal  1  roperty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  152) 
was  approved  by  the  President  on  June  30,  1949.  This  act,  among  other  things, 
abolished  the  hederal  Works  Agency  and  the  office  of  Federal  Works  Adminis¬ 
trator  and  transferred  all  the  functions  thereof  to  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services,  created  by  the  act;  and  also  transferred  to  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  the  1  ubhc  Roads  Administration  and  provided  that  it  should  hereafter 
be  known  as  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 
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It  will  thus  be  seen  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  seeks  to  transfer  from  a 
nonexistent  agency  (the  Federal  Works  Agency)  another  nonexistent  agency  (the 
Public  Roads  Administration) ;  and,  as  noted  above,  in  the  case  of  the  Federal 
Works  Agency,  the  nonexistence  results  not  merely  from  a  change  in  name  but 
from  statutory  abolition  of  the  Agency. 

I  suppose  it  could  be  argued  that  despite  the  intervening  circumstances  it  was 
the  ultimate  purpose  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  to  transfer  the  agency  in 
question,  by  whatever  name  called,  to  the  Department  of  Commerce,  and  that 
this  purpose  should  be  given  effect.  And  perhaps  anticipating  the  unsatisfactory 
status  of  the  reorganization  plan  in  the  light  of  the  then  pending  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  section  4  of  the  reorganization 
plan  provides  as  follows: 

“Sec.  4.  Effect  of  reorganization  plan:  The  provisions  of  this  reorganization 
plan  shall  become  effective  notwithstanding  the  status  of  the  Public  Roads 
Administration  within  the  Federal  Works  Agency  or  within  any  other  agency 
immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this  reorganization  plan.” 

It  appears  to  me  that  in  everyday  language  this  section  is  attempting  to  say 
that  the  reorganization  plan  will  be  given  effect  no  matter  what  the  status  of  the 
then  Public  Roads  Administration  may  be  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  the  reorganization  plan.  If  this  be  the  effect  of  section  4  of  the  plan,  and  I  see 
no  other  reason  for  the  inclusion  therein  of  the  section,  I  doubt  if  it  accomplishes 
the  purpose,  even  assuming  that  Congress  should  allow  the  60-day  period  to 
expire  without  taking  any  action  with  respect  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7.  In 
this  connection  attention  is  called  to  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reogranization  Act 
of  1949,  which  reads  as  follows: 

“(1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regulation  or  other  action  made,  prescribed, 
issued,  granted,  or  performed  in  respect  of  or  by  any  agency  or  function  affected 
by  a  reorganization  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  before  the  effective  date  of 
such  reorganization,  shall,  except  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modified,  superseded, 
or  made  inapplicable  by  or  under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition  of  a  function, 
have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not  been  made;  but  where  any 
such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action  has  vested  the  functions  in  the  agency 
from  which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such  function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is  to  be 
exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency 
under  which  the  function  is  placed  by  the  plan.” 

While  this  provision  is  hedged  about  by  a  great  deal  of  verbiage  it  would  appear 
that  it  was  designed  to  anticipate  the  case  where,  following  the  submission  of  a 
reorganization  plan,  Congress  acted  with  respect  to  the  agency  or  function  affected 
in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the  plan,  and  to  make  certain  that  in  that  situation 
the  statute  would  have  the  same  effect  as  if  the  reorganization  had  not  been 
made.  There  is  one  qualification  to  that  general  statement,  however,  which  is 
found  in  the  matter  following  the  semicolon  in  the  provision  quoted.  It  states 
in  substance  that  where  the  statute  has  vested  the  function  in  the  agency  from 
which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan  such  function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is  to  be 
exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effective,  be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency 
under  which  the  function  is  placed  by  the  plan.  Obviously  this  has  no  applica¬ 
tion  to  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  because  the  statute  (Public  Law  1 52)  did  not 
vest  the  function  in  the  agency  from  which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan. 

From  the  foregoing  it  is  my  opinion  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  will  not 
take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of  60  days  following  its  submission.  It  is  further 
my  opinion  that  in  any  event,  in  the  extremely  confused  situation,  clarifying 
action  should  be  taken  either  by  the  Congress  or  by  the  Executive. 

Respectfully, 

Charles  F.  Boots, 

Assistant  Counsel. 


In  view  of  the  necessity  for  the  Senate  to  take  affirmative  action 
on  this  resolution  before  midnight,  August  19,  1949,  the  committee 
does  not  have  sufficient  time  to  hold  adequate  hearings  on  Senate 
Resolution  155,  and,  therefore,  in  view  of  the  preamble  to  the  reso¬ 
lution  which  raises  certain  questions  of  legality,  the  committee  feels 
it  should  report  the  resolution  to  the  Senate  immediately,  which  it 
does  without  recommendation. 


: 


81st  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Calendar  No.  9  34 

S.  RES.  1 55 

[Report  No.  927] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  15  (legislative  clay,  June  2),  1949 

Mr.  Hayden  submitted  the  foliowing  resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 

August  16  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Reported  by  Mr.  McClellan,  without  amendment  and  without  recommendation 


RESOLUTION 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  7  of  1949,  transmitted 
to  Congress  on  June  20,  1949,  provided  for  the  transfer  of 
the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce;  and 

Whereas  there  was  subsequently  enacted  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  152) , 
approved  June  30,  1949,  which  abolished  the  Federal  Works 
Agency  and  transferred  all  of  its  functions  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services,  and  which  changed  the  name 
of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  and  transferred  all  of  its  functions  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services;  and 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  7  thus  purports  to  affect 
agencies  which  do  not  in  fact  exist;  and 

Whereas  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949 
(Public  Law  109)  provides,  in  substance,  that  any  statute 
enacted  in  respect  of  any  agency  or  function  affected  by  a 


2 


reorganization  plan,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  reor¬ 
ganization,  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorgani¬ 
zation  had  not  been  made;  and 

Whereas  all  doubt  should  he  removed  as  to  whether  the  above- 
cited  statute  has  made  such  reorganization  plan  ineffective: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

1  Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor  the  Reorgan- 

2  ization  Plan  Numbered  7  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

3  President  on  June  20,  1949. 
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Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  I  move' 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ments,  agree  to  the  request  of  the  House 
for  a  conference,  and  that  the  Chqlr  ap¬ 
point  the  conferees  on  the  part/of  the 
Senate. I 
The  mttion  was  agreed  toyand  the 
Vice  President  appointed  Mt/Ellender, 
Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Gillette/Mi.  Aiken, 
conferees  oja  the  part  of 


and  Mr.  Th 
the  Senate. 

AMENDMENT 

MARKETING 


COTTON  AND  WHEAT 
IOTA/  PROVISIONS  OP 


AGRICULTURAL1!  Afl&USTMENT  ACT- 

CONFERENCE  RZI 

Mr.  THOMAS Oklahoma.  Mr. 
President,  I  subqflt  ait  conference  report 
on  Senate  bill  1£62,  to'^mend  the  cotton 
and  wheat  malting  quota  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, ; 
as  amended;  and  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  its' immediate  consideration. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  /The  report 
will  be  eead  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate^ 

report  was  read. 

conference  report,  see  Ho^se  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Thursday,  August  11,  1949, 
p»r  11540-11543.) 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
.  ’the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  7— LETTER 

FROM  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  BUDGET  AND 

OPINION  OF  THE  ACTING  ATTORNEY 

GENERAL 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
has  received  a  letter  from  the  Director  of 
the  Budget,  Mr.  Pace,  accompanying  an 
opinion  by  Acting  Attorney  General 
Peyton  Ford,  on  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
7.  The  Chair  would  like  to  have  Mr. 
Pace’s  letter  read,  and  asks  unanimous 
consent  that  the  opinion  of  the  Acting 
Attorney  General  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  August  16,  1949. 
Hon.  Alben  W.  Barkley, 

President  of  the  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  President:  With  reference  to 
S.  Res.  155  Introduced  by  Senator  Hayden 
on  August  15,  1949,  relative  to  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  7,  now  under  consideration  in 
the  Congress,  I  would  like  to  advise  you 
that  under  date  of  June  20,  1949,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  was  advised  by  the  Attorney  General 
that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  met  with  his 
approval  as  to  form  and  legality  and  com¬ 
plied  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act  of  1949. 

The  President's  attention  was  called  to 
opposition  to  plan  No.  7  on  the  grounds  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  Senate  Resolution  155  and  he 
requested  a  further  expression  of  views  from 
the  Department  of  Justice.  In  reply  the  Act¬ 
ing  Attorney  General  transmitted  to  the 
President  on  August  13,  1949,  a  formal  opin¬ 
ion  reiterating  the  view  of  the  Department 
of  Justice  that  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7 
was  in  every  respect  in  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949 
and  would  become  effective  according  to  its 
terms. 

With  the  approval  of  the  President,  I  am 
transmitting  herewith  a  copy  of  the  opinion 
of  the  Acting  Attorney  General  so  that  it 
may  be  available  for  consideration  by  the 


Congress.  To  this  end  may  I  respectfully 
request  that  the  opinion  be  placed  in  the 

CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Frank  Pace,  Jr., 

Director. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  opinion 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

August  13,  1949. 

The  President, 

The  White  House. 

My  Dear  Mr.  President:  You  have  asked 
my  views  as  to  whether  the  enactment  of 
the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  Public  Law  152,  Eighty- 
first  Congress,  approved  June  30,  1949,  has 
affected  the  validity  or  effectiveness  of  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949. 

The  reorganization  plan  was  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  on  June  20,  1949,  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act 
of  1949  approved  the  same  date.  The  plan,  in 
brief,  transfers  the  Public  Roads  Administra¬ 
tion,  together  with  its  functions,  from  the 
Federal  Works  Agency  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce.  At  the  time  the  plan  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress,  the  bill  which  be¬ 
came  the  Federal  Property  and  Administra¬ 
tive  Services  Act  of  1949  had  been  passed  by 
the  House  of  Representatives,  had  been 
unanimously  approved  by  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  De¬ 
partments,  and  was  awaiting  final  action 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  That  act  trans¬ 
fers  to  the  General  Services  Administration 
the  functions  of  the  Federal  Works  Agency, 
including  “the  Public  Roads  Administration, 
which  shall  hereafter  be  known  as  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads.”  (Sec.  103  (a).) 

In  your  message  transmitting  the  plan, 
you  adverted  to  the  fact  that  the  pending 
Federal  property  bill  provided  a  different  dis¬ 
position  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
from  that  provided  in  the  plan.  To  carry 
out  your  intention  that  the  Public  Roads 
Administration  should  be  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  you  specifically  provided  in 
section  4  of  the  plan  that,  “The  provisions  of 
this  reorganization  plan  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  notwithstanding  the  status  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  Administration  within  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Works  Agency  or  within  any  other  agency 
immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
reorganization  plan.”  The  reasons  for  in¬ 
cluding  this  provision  in  the  plan  were  stated 
in  your  message  transmitting  the  plan,  as 
follows : 

“In  establishing  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  bill  transfers  to  the 
Administration  all  of  the  functions  and  units 
of  the  Federal  Works  Agency.  Part  of  these 
functions  relating  to  the  housing  of  the  gov¬ 
ernmental  establishment  clearly  fall  within 
the  purpose  of  such  an  administration.  Cer¬ 
tain  other  functions  of  the  Federal  Works 
Agency,  however,  bear  very  little  real  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  objectives  of  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration.  The  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  which  have  dealt  with  the  bill  have 
frankly  indicated  that  further  consideration 
must  be  given  to  the  proper  location  of  some 
of  the  programs  of  the  Federal  Works  Agency. 
The  sooner  these  unrelated  programs  can  be 
removed  from  the  new  agency,  the  sooner  it 
can  concentrate  its  efforts  upon  improving 
administrative  services  throughout  the  exec¬ 
utive  branch  and  make  the  contribution  to 
governmental  efficiency  for  which  it  has  been 
designed. 

“Principal  among  the  programs  of  the 
Federal  Works  Agency  which  are  unrelated 
to  the  General  Services  Administration  are 
those  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration. 
This  agency  is  primarily  engaged  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  Federal  grants  to  States  for 
highway  purposes  rather  than  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  services  for  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies.  Its  functions,  therefore,  do  not  fall 
within  the  field  of  activities  of  the  General 


Servioes  Administration.  Their  inclusion 
cannot  but  complicate  and  impede  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  in  the  performance  of  its  intended 
purpose.  This  reorganization  plan  will  elim¬ 
inate  such  a  difficulty. 

“Since  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
will  be  transferred  bodily  from  one  major 
agency  to  another,  it  is  not  to  be  expected 
that  this  reorganization  will  directly  result 
in  any  appreciable  reduction  in  its  expend¬ 
itures  at  this  time.  However,  the  plan  will 
make  for  better  organization  and  direction  of 
Federal  programs  relating  to  transportation. 
Assuming  the  early  enactment  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services  bill,  the 
plan  will  also  materially  simplify  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  proposed  General  Services 
Administration  and  thereby  facilitate  im¬ 
provements  in  the  efficiency  of  administrative 
services  throughout  the  Government.” 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  was  thus  drawn 
in  contemplation  of  the  fact  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Property  Act  would  probably  be  enacted 
at  some  stage  during  the  60-day  waiting 
period.  After  careful  consideration  in  the 
Department  of  Justice  as  to  compliance  of 
the  plan  with  every  provision  of  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1949,  the  plan  was  approved 
as  to  form  and  legality.  It  was  and  is  the 
considered  opinion  of  this  department  that 
the  plan  is  valid  and  will  take  effect  accord¬ 
ing  to  its  terms. 

It  has  been  suggested,  however,  that  plan 
No.  7  will  not  take  effect  upon  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  60  days  following  its  submission. 
After  careful  study,  the  Department  of  Jus¬ 
tice  remains  of  its  previous  opinion,  i.  e., 
that  the  plan  is  valid  and  will  take  effect. 

The  objection  has  been  raised  that  during 
the  60-day  waiting  period  the  Federal  Works 
Agency  went  out  of  existence,  and  therefore 
that  the  plan  seeks  to  transfer  from  a  non¬ 
existent  agency,  the  Federal  Works  Agency, 
another  nonexistent  agency,  the  Public 
Roads  Administration. 

The  assumption  appears  to  be  that  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  abolition  of  the  Federal  Works 
Agency  nothing  remains  upon  which  the 
President  can  exercise  his  power  of  reorgani¬ 
zation.  This  assumption  is  untenable.  The 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  was  the  case 
with  previous  reorganization  acts,  deals  pri¬ 
marily  with  functions  and  only  secondarily 
with  the  transfer  or  abolition  of  agencies. 
What  is  contemplated  by  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  7  is  the  transfer  of  certain  functions 
which  at  all  times  have  remained  in  exist¬ 
ence;  functions  which  were  not  in  their 
substance  affected  by  the  enactment  of  the 
Property  Act  of  1949.  Plan  No.  7  calls  for 
the  transfer  of  public  roads  functions  to 
the  Department  of  Commerce.  That  is  a 
result  which  can  actually  and  legally  be 
achieved  despite  the  enactment  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Property  Act. 

A  second  objection  to  plan  No.  7  which 
has  been  raised  is  based  on  an  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  provisions  of  section  9  (a)  (1) 
of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  to  the 
effect  that  that  section  was  designed  to 
anticipate  the  case  where,  following  the 
submission  of  a  reorganization  plan,  the 
Congress  acted  with  respect  to  the  agency 
or  function  affected  in  a  manner  inconsistent 
with  the  plan,  and  to  make  certain  that  in 
that  situation  the  statute  would  have  the 
same  effect  as  if  the  reorganization  had  not 
been  made.  Obviously,  however,  this  is  a 
misconstruction  of  section  9  (a)  (1).  That 
section  provides: 

“Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regulation 
or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued, 
granted,  or  performed  in  respect  of  or  by  any 
agency  or  function  affected  by  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  before 
the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization, 
shall,  except  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modi¬ 
fied,  superseded,  or  made  inapplicable  by  or 
under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition  of 
a  function,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such 
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reorganization  had  not  been  made;  but  where 
any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action 
has  vested  the  function  in  the  agency  from 
which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such 
function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised 
after  the  plan  becomes  effective,  be  considered 
as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the 
function  is  placed  by  the  plan.” 

Section  9  (a)  (1)  is  clearly  intended  as 
a  saving  provision,  designed  to  keep  sub¬ 
stantive  authority  and  functions  alive  de¬ 
spite  the  fact  that  the  power  to  exercise 
such  authority  or  functions  is  transferred 
by  reorganization  plan.  Compare,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  section  305  (a)  of  the  National  Se¬ 
curity  Act  of  1947. 

It  should  be  noted  further  that  even  if 
section  9  (a)  (1)  were  to  be  interpreted  as 
dealing  with  legislation  passed  between  the 
time  a  plan  is  submitted  and  the  time  it 
becomes,  effective,  the  second  clause  of  that 
section  would  in  any  event  permit  a  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  to  take  effect  where  the  in¬ 
tervening  statute  “has  vested  the  function 
in  the  agency  from  which  it  is  removed 
under  the  plan.”  In  other  words,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  situation  presently  presented 
by  plan  No.  7,  the  second  clause  of  section 
9  (a)  (1)  would,  in  substance,  read  as 

follows: 

“Where  any  such  statute  [enacted  before 
the  effective  date  of  a  reorganization  plan, 
i.  e.,  in  this  instance  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949] 
*  *  *  has  vested  the  function  in  the 

agency  from  which  it  is  removed  under  the 
plan  [i.  e.,  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  1,  such  function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is 
to  be  exercised  after  the  plan  becomes  effec¬ 
tive,  be  considered  as  vested  in  the  agency 
[lie.,  the  Department  of  Commerce]  under 
which  the  function  is  placed  by  the  plan.” 

As  stated  above,  plan  No.  7  provides  for 
the  transfer  of  the  public-roads  functions 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  spe¬ 
cifically  provides  that  the  provisions  of  the 
plan  shall  become  effective  notwithstanding 
the  status  of  the  Public  Roads  Administra¬ 
tion  within  the  Federal  Works  Agency  or 
within  any  other  agency  immediately  prior 
to  the  effective  date  of  the  plan.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  as  stated  above,  your  message  trans¬ 
mitting  the  plan  clearly  set  forth  the  rela¬ 
tionship  of  the  plan  to  the  pending  Federal 
property  bill  and  the  intention  of  the  plan 
to  effect  the  transfer  of  public-roads  func¬ 
tions  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  from 
the  General  Services  Administration  in  the 
event  the  Federal  property  bill  was  enacted 
before  the  plan  became  effective. 

Plan  No.  7,  and  the  message  by  which  it 
was  transmitted  to  the  Congress,  must,  of 
course,  be  read  together.  Under  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1949  the  President  is  re¬ 
quired  to  prepare  and  transmit  a  message 
with  respect  to  each  reorganization  plan  sub¬ 
mitted.  The  message  transmitting  the  plan 
must  be  considered  an  integral  part  thereof. 
Reading  plan  No.  7  and  the  message  together, 
there  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  plan 
transfers  the  public-roads  functions  from 
the  General  Services  Administration  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce. 

It  has  been  noted  that  the  second  clause 
of  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949  affords  strong  support  for  the 
validity  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7.  More¬ 
over,  no  provision  of  the  1949  act  has  been 
or  can  be  cited  as  directly  forbidding  the 
type  of  reorganization  proposal  which  is  con¬ 
tained  in  plan  No.  7.  The  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949  was  intended  to  be  a  very  broad 
grant  of  power  to  the  Executive — much 
broader  than  had  previously  been  granted 
by  the  Congress  in  the  1945  act.  This  was 
in  fact  requested  in  your  message  of  Janu¬ 
ary  17,  1949,  in  which  you  asked  the  Congress 
to  pass  legislation  containing  the  necessary 
authority  for  broad  reorganization  of  the 
executive  branch. 


S.  526,  which  became  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949,  was  presented  to  the  Senate 
by  Senator  McClellan  with  the  statement 
that  it  was  designed  to  provide  broader 
power  to  the  President  than  had  the  1945 
act.  Senator  McClellan  caused  to  be  printed 
in  the  Congressional  Record  a  comparison 
of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  with  the  1945 
act  (Congressional  Record  for  January  17, 
1949,  pp.  311-315).  From  this  comparison 
it  appears  that  one  of  the  principal  changes 
effected  by  the  1949  act  was  the  omission  of 
section  5  (e)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1945,  which  imposed  an  important  limita¬ 
tion  upon  the  President’s  power  to  reor¬ 
ganize.  Section  5  (e)  of  the  1945  act 
provided: 

“If,  since  January  1,  1945,  Congress  has  by 
law  established  the  status  of  any  agency  in 
relation  to  ether  agencies  or  transferred  any 
function  to  any  agency,  no  reorganization 
plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no  reorganiza¬ 
tion  under  this  act  shall  have  the  effect  of, 
changing  the  status  of  such  agency  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  other  agencies  or  of  abolishing  any 
such  transferred  function  or  providing  for  its 
exercise  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  any 
other  agency.” 

This  section  in  the  1945  act  clearly  restrict¬ 
ed  the  power  of  the  President  to  submit  a 
plan  which  would  have  the  effect  of  undo¬ 
ing  recent  congressional  action,  including 
congressional  action  taken  between  the  time 
of  submission  of  a  reorganization  plan  and 
the  time  of  its  taking  effect.  Parenthetically 
it  may  be  noted  that  the  1945  act  also  con¬ 
tained  a  section  almost  exactly  similar  to 
section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  1949  act — proving 
.that  that  section  could  not  have  been  in¬ 
tended  to  have  the  effect  of  interfering  with 
the  operation  of  a  plan  due  to  the  passage 
of  intervening  legislation,  as  has  been  as¬ 
serted,  since  the  submission  of  a  conflicting 
plan  would  have  been  forbidden  under  the 
1945  act  by  section  5  (e). 

The  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  contains 
no  such  restriction  upon  the  power  of  the 
President  as  was  contained  in  section  5  (e)  of 
the  1945  act.  The  fact  that  the  Congress 
omitted  this  prohibition  from  the  1949  act  is 
clear  indication  of  its  intention  to  leave  the 
President  free  to  reorganize  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Government  regardless  of  legis¬ 
lation  enacted  prior  to  the  taking  effect  of  a 
reorganization  plan. 

There  can  be  no  question,  therefore,  that 
the  day  after  signing  the  Federal  Property 
Act  of  1949  you  could  have  submitted  a  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  undoing  the  transfers  effect¬ 
ed  by  that  act,  and  the  Congress  would  then 
have  had  60  days  within  which  to  consider 
whether  or  not  to  disapprove  such  a  proposal. 
This  being  so,  the  only  question  raised  in 
the  present  situation  is  whether  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1949  contains  any  restric¬ 
tion  upon  the  authority  of  the  President  to 
reorganize  the  executive  branch  which  would 
prevent  his  anticipating  the  passage  of  legis¬ 
lation  then  pending  in  the  Congress  and  sub¬ 
mitting  a  plan  providing  for  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  a  particular  transfer  60  days  later 
regardless  of  the  passage  in  the  interim  of  the 
pending  legislation  having  a  different  effect. 
An  examination  of  the  1949  act  discloses  no 
such  restriction. 

To  reach  a  result  adverse  to  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  we  would 
have  to  conclude  that  the  action  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  passing  the  Federal  Property  Act  of 
1949  in  effect  repealed  the  authority  given  to 
the  President  under  the  Reorganization  Act. 
Implied  repeals  are,  of  course,  not  favored. 
Nor  is  there  anything  to  indicate  that  such 
a  repeal  was  intended  by  the  Congress.  Com¬ 
pare  Public  Law  216,  Eighty-first  Congress, 
approved  August  10,  1949. 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  was  In  fact 
pending  before  final  action  was  taken  by  the 
Congress  on  the  Federal  Property  Act.  When 
you  approved  the  Property  Act  you  did  so 


after  having  fully  disclosed,  in  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  7,  your  intention  that  the 
functions  of  the  Public  Roads  Administra¬ 
tion  should  ultimately  be  vested  In  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce.  If  the  Congress 
disagrees  with  this  result,  it  possesses  power 
to  express  its  views  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  lw49. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Peyton  Ford, 

Acting  Attorney  General. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  2 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  on  yes¬ 
terday  and  on  a  previous  occasion  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  discussed  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  2,  which  has  been  reported 
adversely  by  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments.  I 
advised  the  Senate  that  as  soon  as  the 
Senate  disposed  of  the  resolution  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1, 
we  would  then  proceed  immediately  to 
consider  the  resolution  dealing  with  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2.  It  was  the 
understanding  on  last  evening  that  after 
the  Senate  had  voted  today  we  would 
take  a  recess  until  tomorrow. 

I  have  discussed  the  question  of  limi¬ 
tation  of  debate  upon  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  with  the  Senator  from  Nebras¬ 
ka  [Mr.  Wherry],  the  minority  leader, 
and  with  other  Senators.  They  have 
agreed  that  we  can  limit  the  time  cf 
debate  to  4  o’clock  by  meeting  tomorrow 
at  11  o’clock  in  the  morning.  I  shall 
place  a  unanimous-consent  request  before 
the  Senate,  and  I  trust  that  all  Senators 
will  cooperate  with  me  in  this  request. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  on  Wednesday,  August  17,  1949, 
at  the  hour  of  4  o’clock  p.  m„  the  Senate 
proceed  to  vote,  without  further  debate, 
upon  Senate  Resolution  151  disapprov¬ 
ing  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  the  time 
to  be  equally  divided  between  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan]  and  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey], 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
majority  leader  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Would  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  again  restate  the  hour  at 
which  the  vote  is  to  be  taken?  It  is  very 
difficult  to  hear  in  this  Chamber. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  regret  that  I  did  not 
speak  more  clearly.  The  request  is  that 
on  Wednesday,  August  17,  1949,  at  the 
hour  of  4  o'clock,  the  Senate  proceed  to 
vote,  without  further  debate,  upon  Senate 
Resolution  151. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall 
not  object  if  that  time  is  generally  sat¬ 
isfactory  to  other  Senators.  I  will  say 
that  I  know  of  no  great  number  of  Sen¬ 
ators  who  desire  to  speak  on  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Plan  No.  2.  I  wonder  if  we  can  en¬ 
ter  into  another  unanimous  consent  that 
immediately  after  the  vote  is  taken  on 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  2,  the  Senate 
begin  consideration  of  the  resolution 
dealing  with  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7, 
Senate  Resolution  155,  disapproving  of 
plan  No.  7,  and  that  a  vote  be  taken, 
let  us  say,  at  6:30  tomorrow,  so  we  may 
dispose  of  both  matters  tomorrow.  I 
'merely  make  that  suggestion.  Does  the 
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Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden] 
agree  to  that  suggestion? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  do  not  believe  more 
than  1  hour  would  be  required  to  dis¬ 
cuss  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7.  It  in¬ 
volves  purely  a  legal  question.  I  believe 
it  could  be  voted  on  1  hour  after  the 
vote  is  completed  on  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  secure  consent  to  the  first  unan¬ 
imous-consent  request  if  possible,  and 
then  I  shall  make  the  second  request. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  unanimous  consent  re¬ 
quest  made  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  thought  that 
the  hour  of  4  o’clock  would  be  satis¬ 
factory,  and  I  informed  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  that  I  felt  it  would  be 
agreeable.  However,  it  has  developed 
that  5  o’clock  would  be  much  better. 

I  am  wondering  if  it  would  involve  too 
much  inconvenience  to  change  the  hour 
to  5  o’clock. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  If  objection  is  to  be 
made,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  will  have 
to  accede  to  the  hour  of  5  o’clock. 

Mr.  "WHERRY.  I  would  like  very 
much  to  have  the  Senator  do  so. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Let  us  make  it  4:30. 
Perhaps  that  will  accommodate  some 
Senators. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Five  o’clock  is  really 
the  best  time.  I  want  to  cooperate  with 
the  Senator.  The  Senator  knows  that. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  has  been 
very  cooperative. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  Senator  will 
make  the  hour  5  o’clock,  I  know  that  it 
will  be  satisfactory  to  everyone. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  modify 
my  request  accordingly. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  modified  request?  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  7  OF  1949 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  in  view  of 
the  discussion  in  connection  with  the 
previous  unanimous-consent  request,  I 
make  another  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest,  as  follows: 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  on  Wed¬ 
nesday,  August  17,  1949,  1  hour  after  the 
vote  is  taken  upon  Senate  Resolution  151, 
the  Senate  then  proceed  to  vote  without 
further  debate  upon  Senate  Resolution 
No.  155,  disapproving  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7  of  1949,  the  time  to  be  equally 
divided  between  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden]  and  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the 
time  was  also  divided  in  connection  with 
the  previous  unanimous-consent  request, 
was  it  not? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Yes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  law  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  division  of  the  time. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is 
so  ordered. 


K PROGRAM  for  consideration  of 

EXECUTIVE  NOMINATIONS 


Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  make 
this  announcement  so  that  all  Senators 
may  know  that  following  the  vote  upon 
the  two  reorganization  plans,  we  expect 
to  move  to  consider  executive  business 
and  take  up  the  nomination  of  Mr.  Clark, 
Who  has  t^een  appointed  Associate  Jus¬ 
tice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  nomi¬ 
nation  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
|Mr.  McGrath],  who  has  been  appointed 
l-ttorney  General. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  majority  leader  tell  us  now 
Whether  or  not  he  intends  to  keep  the 
Senate  in  session  ,  after  the  Executive 
(jalendar  is  taken  up,  until  those  nomina¬ 
tions  are  disposed  of,  or  whether  he  in- 
fends  to  take  a  recess  until  the  next  day? 
Mr.  LUCAS.  I  hope  to  be  able  to  con¬ 
clude  consideration  of  the  two  nomina- 
Jons,  if  possible. 

I  Mr.  WHERRY.  It  will  be  6  o’clock 
qr  after  when  the  vote  is  taken  on  the 
ssolution  relating  to  Reorganization 
flan  No.  7. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson] 
i§  the  only  Senator  who  intends  tb  speak 
against  Mr.  Clark.  May  I  inquire,  from 
the  able  Senator  from  Michigan  how 
Ipng  he  expects  to  discuss  the  nomina¬ 
tion?  \ 

i  Mr.  FERGUSON.  About  2  hours.  \ 

'  Mr.  WHERRY.  In  view  of  the  fac\ 
that  we  will  dispose  of  debate  on  the  two''- 
resolutions,  winding  up  at  6  o’clock,  with 
ai  vote  which  will  come  after  6  o’clock, 
really,  I  ask  the  distinguished  majorit; 
leader  if  he  does  not  feel  it  would  be  wi, 
i  take  a  recess  until  the  next  day. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  do  not  wish  to  say'at 
ris  time.  I  should  like  to  think  over 
lat  suggestion.  We  have  a  greats deal 
d)  do,  and  I  think  we  should  stay  here 
tomorrow  night  for  a  couple  of  hours 
e  nd  complete  the  consideration  of  the 
dominations  of  Mr.  Clark  and ’Mr.  Mc- 
( rRATH.  We  may  be  able  to  ta#e  an  hour 
f  )r  dinner.  However,  these  are  extreme¬ 
ly  important  nominations. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  One  ther  observa¬ 
tion.  I  agree  with  tl  distinguished 
r  tajority  leader.  If  th£  3  the  position 
1  e  is  going  to  take,  if  J  vill  make  the 


shall  have  a  re¬ 
dinner,  starting 
consideration 
that  will  be  agree- 


EBinouncement  that 
c  uss  from  6  until  7 
£  t  7  o’clock  and  fii 
c  f  the  nominations 
sfcle  to  us. 

The  VICE  ^RESIDENT.  All  the 
Unanimous  requests  have  thus  far  been 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LUCAS?.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
that  all  Senators  may  know,  I  think  it 
i ;  probably^the  better  part  of  wisdom  to 
£  dvise  Senators  now  that  we  expect  to 
I  roceed  .with  the  nominations  of  Mr. 
Clark  and  Mr.  McGrath  following  the 
disposition  of  the  resolution  relating  to 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  7,  with  respect 
t|>  which  we  have  an  agreement.  Unani- 
r  ious  consent  will  be  requested  tomorrow 
\yith  respect  to  an  hour  for  dinner. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 


Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  On  the  Executive 
Calendar  there  are  five  treaties.  Three 
of  them  relate  to  fisheries.  The  time  is 
running  out.  They  are  very  important. 
One  of  them  is  the  tuna  convention.  An¬ 
other  is  the  treaty  with  Costa  Rica.  The 
fishing  season  is  about  to  begin.  I  am 
wondering  if  tomorrow  night/ after  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  nominations  has  been 
completed,  we  could  consid&f  these  treat¬ 
ies.  I  understand  there  wjfll  be  no  oppo¬ 
sition  to  the  three  treaties  to  which  I 
have  referred.  / 

Mr.  LUCAS.  If  ther^  is  no  opposition 
to  them,  we  can  put  them  through  now. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  fl  have  heard  of 
none.  They  are  unanimously  reported 
from  the  Commitfee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions.  They  hav#  been  on  the  calendar 
for  some  time,  arid  time  is  running  out. 

Mr.  KNOWIAnd.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  with  the  Senator  from  Washington 
in  urging  tha/time  be  found  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  ojfthe  treaties  to  which  he  has 
referred,  p  understand  that  they  have 
been  unanimously  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  think  we  can  reach  an 
agreement. 

GEN. /OSEPH  LAWTON  COLLINS,  UNITED 
STATES  ARMY 

fr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
notnination  and  confirmation  of  General 
Jf  Lawton  Collins  to  be  Chief  of  Staff  of 
/he  Army  is  a  fitting  honor  and  reward 
[for  a  great  wartime  fighting  soldier.  He 
;  a  worthy  successor  to  those  great  Chiefs 
Staff  under  whom  World  War  II  was 
fokght  and  its  tremendous  postwar  bur¬ 
dens  borne. 

Tl^re  are,  to  my  mind,  three  things' 
that  characterize  the  brilliant  war  record 
of  thisputstanding  soldier.  First,  he  was 
one  of  Comparatively  few  who  served  in 
both  the  pacific  and  European  theaters  of 
war.  Prim-  to  his  participation  in  the 
seizure  of  Vtah  Beach  in  Normandy  on 
D-day,  Jun^  6,  1944,  he  had  served  on 
Guadalcanarin  the  Solomon  Islands  of 
the  Pacific,  taking  over  from  the  heroic 
First  Marine  Division,  and  continuing  the 
fighting  until  th\  power  of  the  enemy  on 
Guadalcanal  wasVbroken. 

Second,  as  Commander  of  the  VII 
Corps,  he  led  the  stocking  spearhead  of 
the  First  Army  through  Saint  Lo  to  the 
capture  of  Aachen,  thedighting  in  the  Ar¬ 
dennes,  and  the  final  fink-up  with  Rus¬ 
sian  forces  on  the  Elbe  River. 

Third,  although  his  fi|hting  qualities 
of  courage,  speed,  and  determination 
have  caused  him  to  be  kno^n  as  “Light¬ 
ning  Joe”  to  the  men  he  lea,  he  at  the 
same  time  exhibited  those  human  quali¬ 
ties  of  leadership  that  endearal  him  to 
his  men.  It  was  not  rarely,  but  frequent¬ 
ly,  that  he  visited  his  front  linestto  find 
cut  for  himself  the  conditions  his  men 
were  facing,  and  to  give  his  men  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  see  that  he  was  always  Con¬ 
cerned  for  their  interests. 

I  am  proud  to  say  that  General  Collins 
comes  from  Louisiana.  He  is  the  son  of 
Jeremiah  Bernard  Collins  who  was  born 
in  Ireland  and  settled  in  New  Orleans 
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in  1877.  An  uncle  of  General  Collins  was 
F%^er  Lawton,  a  prominent  and  beloved 
gentleman  of  that  same  city.  Another 
uncled  the  late  Martin  Behrman,  was 
mayor  pf  New  Orleans.  The  people  of 
LcuisiariS,  joins  me  in  congratulating  him 
on  his  latest  success,  with  the  same  en¬ 
thusiasm  with  which  they  accorded  him 
a  hero’s  welcome  in  New  Orleans,  when 
in  October  1945  they  celebrated  a  Joseph 
Collins  Day.  \ 

Mr.  President,  t  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printeKat  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  biography  General  Collins, 
compiled  with  the  assistance  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army.  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  biogra¬ 
phy  was  ordered  to  be  prated  in  the 
Record,  as  follows:  \ 

GEN.  JOSEPH  LAWTON  COLLINS,  UNItED  STATES 
ARMY,  05247  \ 

J.  Lawton  Collins  was  born  in  New  Orleans, 
La.,  on  May  1,  1896.  He  was  the  tenth  of 

11  children,  all  of  whom  were  born  in  New 
Orleans.  His  father,  Jermiah  Bernard  Col¬ 
lins,  left  County  Cork,  Ireland,  at  the  age  o'ft 

12  and  settled  in  Cincinnati,  Ohio.  When 
still  a  mere  boy,  at  the  age  of  16,  he  joined 
the  Union  Army,  in  which  he  served  as  a 
drummer  boy  for  6  months,  until  the  end  of 
the  war.  In  1877  he  went  to  work  in  New 
Orleans,  where  he  met  and  later  married 
Catherine  Lawton. 

General  Collins  went  to  elementary  and 
high  school  in  New  Orleans.  It  was  at  War¬ 
ren  Easton  High  School  that  he  won  a  scholar¬ 
ship  to  Louisiana  State  University,  which 
he  attended  for  1  year  prior  to  his  entering 
West  Point. 

As  a  boy  he  gave  early  indications  of  the 
traits  which  were  later  to  make  him  famous. 
He  was  well  known  for  his  physical  and 
moral  courage.  Among  his  varied  interests 
were  good  reading,  nature,  and  music. 

His  interest  in  the  military  and  his  desire 
to  go  to  West  Point  stemmed  from  his  father 
and  particularly  from  his  brother,  James  Law- 
ton  Collins,  who  had  graduated  from  West 
Point  in  1907  and  who,  at  this  critical  pe¬ 
riod  of  young  Joseph’s  life,  was  serving  as 
aide  to  General  Pershing  in  the  Philippines. 
When  the  family  received  word  from  the  War 
Department  that  young  Collins  had  been  se¬ 
lected  to  enter  West  Point  in  the  next  class 
they  wired  this  brother  in  the  Philippines 
for  advice.  He  recommended  that  his  young 
brother  of  17  accept  the  opportunity,  which 
he  did,  entering  the  Academy  in  1913  as  the 
“baby”  of  his  class.  This  brother,  James,  now. 
retired,  served  1 1  years  with  General  Pershipg’ 
and  rose  to  the  rank  of  major  general.  / 

His  typical  characteristics  while  at  yVest 
Point  are  described  in  the  Howitzer^ year 
book)  as  first:  Concentration  and  decision; 
second,  rapid  and  hearty  action. 'He  was 
graduated  from  West  Point  and  /Was  com¬ 
missioned  a  second  lieutenant  oMnfantry  on 
April  20,  1917.  / 

His  first  assignment  was  to  the  Twenty- 
second  Infantry  at  Fort  Hamilton,  N.  Y., 
where  he  served  until  January  1918.  He  next 
was  sent  to  the  Infancy  School  of  Arms 
which  was  then  at  Fort  Sill,  Okla.,  and  follow¬ 
ing  graduation  had  ttfurs  of  2  months  each 
at  Greenpoint,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  and  at  Glou¬ 
cester,  N.  J.,  untip  June  1918,  when  he  re¬ 
turned  to  Fort  IJamilton  as  supply  officer  of 
the  Twenty-second  Infantry.  From  July 
until  November  1918,  he  was  an  inspector  at 
Syracuse  Recruit  Camp,  New  York.  Return¬ 
ing  to  the  .Twenty-second  Infantry  he  served 
at  Fort  Hamilton  and  at  Fort  Jay,  Governors 
Island,  jW.  Y„  until  May  1919. 

Promotions  came  rapidly  during  this  ini¬ 
tial  period  of  service.  He  was  promoted  to 
first  lieutenant  on  May  15,  1917;  to  captain 
(temporary)  on  August  5,  1917;  and  to  major 
(temporary)  on  September  9,  1918.  He  sailed 


for  France  in  May  1919,  and  commanded  a 
battalion  of  the  Eighteenth  Infantry  at 
Coblenz,  Germany,  until  August  1919.  With 
components  of  the  Eighth  Infantry  he  served 
at  Montabaur  and  Selters,  Germany,  and  in 
June  1920,  was  made  Assistant  Chief  of  Staff, 
Plans  and  Training  Division,  with  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Forces  in  Germany,  serving  in  this  capac¬ 
ity  until  he  sailed  for  the  United  States  in 
July  1921.  He  was  promoted  to  captain  (per¬ 
manent)  on  June  25,  1919,  and  reverted  to 
that  permanent  rank  on  March  10,  1920.  It 
was  in  Coblenz,  Germany,  that  he  married 
Gladys  Easterbrook,  the  daughter  of  an  Army 
Chaplain,  on  July  15,  1921.  They  were  mar¬ 
ried  in  the  Garden  of  the  Kaiser. 

For  the  next  four  years,  until  June  1925, 
he  served  at  West  Point  as  an  instructor  in 
chemistry.  From  there  he  went  as  a  student 
to  the  Infantry  School,  at  Fort  Benning, 
from  which  he  was  graduated  in  July  1926. 
Then  to  another  school,  this  time  the  Field 
Artillery  School  at  Fort  Sill,  Okla.,  where 
he  was  graduated  from  the  advanced  course 
in  June  1927.  He  then  returned  to  the  In¬ 
fantry  School  as  an  instructor,  where  he  re¬ 
mained  until  August  1931. 

He  was  selected  for  and  attended  the  two- 
year  course  at  the  Command  and  General 
i  Staff  School  at  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans., 
'/from  which  he  was  graduated  in  June  1933- 
While  at  Leavenworth  he  received  his  pro¬ 
motion  to  Major,  on  August  1,  1932. 

Following  graduation,  he  was  transferred 
to  the  Philippine  Islands  for  duty  wifcfi  the 
Twenty-third  Brigade  (Philippine  Scouts)  at 
Fort  William  McKinley.  He  latef  became 
Assistant  Gbief  of  Staff  for  Military  Intelli¬ 
gence  in  thfe  Philippine  Division 

He  returned  to  the  United  States  in  June 
1936  to  attend  the  Army  Industrial  College, 
from  which  he  ifras  graduated  in  1937.  Next 
he  attended  the  Army  War  College.  On  his 
graduation  in  June  1938,  he  was  retained 
there  as  an  instructOjjr  While  there,  he  as¬ 
sumed  additional  dimes  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  War  Dejsmrti'Qent,  General  Staff, 
Washington,  D.  C/  A  promotion  to  lieuten¬ 
ant  colonel  camp  on  June  25,  1940,  and  one 
to  colonel  (temporary)  on  January  13,  1941. 

In  Januarsrl941  he  was  assigned  to  duty 
as  Chief  of  ,«taff  of  the  newly  Organized  VII 
Army  Corps,  which  had  its  headquarters  at 
Fort  MoClellan,  Ala.  The  station  of  the 
Seventy  Army  Corps  was  changed  to  Birming¬ 
ham,. Ala.,  in  January  1941. 

lufmediately  following  Pearl  Harbor,  Gen¬ 
eral  Collins  was  designated  as  Chief  of  Staff 
General  Delos  C.  Emmons  and  flew  wi . 
..him  to  Hawaii.  As  chief  of  staff  he  assiste 
r  in  the  reorganization  of  the  defenses  of  the 
Hawaiian  Islands  until  he  was  made  com¬ 
manding  general  of  the  Twenty-fifth  In¬ 
fantry  Division  in  May  1942.  He  was  re¬ 
warded  with  a  brigadier  general’s  star  on 
February  14,  1942.  He  was  further  rewarded 
for  his  exceptional  work  during  this  period 
by  the  Distinguished  Service  Medal,  with  the 
following  citation: 

“J.  Lawton  Collins,  major  general.  United 
States  Army.  For  exceptionally  meritorious 
service  in  a  position  of  great  responsibility. 
As  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Hawaiian  Depart* 
ment  during  the  period  December  17,  1941,  to 
May  8,  1942,  he  revised  and  amplied  the  de¬ 
fensive  plans  of  the  entire  Department  and 
actively  supervised  the  disposition  of  troops 
and  changes  in  fortifications.  Throughout 
this  period  he  displayed  outstanding  leader¬ 
ship,  keen  Intelligence,  broad  tactical  knowl¬ 
edge  and  unusual  energy  and  contributed 
greatly  to  the  sound  plan  of  ground  de¬ 
fenses  of  the  Hawaiian  Department.” 

For  the  first  six  months  after  he  got  the 
Twenty-fifth  Division,  he  commanded  the 
south  sector  of  the  Island  of  Oahu,  includ¬ 
ing  the  city  of  Honolulu  and  Pearl  Harbor. 

In  December  1942,  General  Collins  took  the 
Twenty-fifth  Infantry  Division  into  Guadal¬ 
canal  and  there  relieved  the  First  Marine  Di¬ 


vision.  He  received  his  second  star  (tem¬ 
porary)  on  May  26,  1942. 

Early  in  January  1943  the  Twenty-fifth  In¬ 
fantry  Division  as  part  of  the  Fourteenth 
Corps  under  Lt.  Gen.  Alexander  M.  Patch, 
let  the  attack  which  drove  the  Japanese  off 
the  island.  The  next  several  months  were 
spent  in  occupation  of  Guadalcanal  in  prepa¬ 
ration  for  the  New  Georgia  campaign  in 
which  the  Twenty-fifth  Infantry  Division 
assisted  in  the  capture  of  the  Munda  Air¬ 
port.  Following  the  fall  of  the  Munda  Air¬ 
field,  General  Collins  led  his  division  in  clear¬ 
ing  up  the  remainder  of  the  island  of  New 
Georgia  while  elements  of  the  division  cap¬ 
tured  Valla  Lavella, 

General  Collins’/outstanding  service  dur¬ 
ing  this  period  is^best  described  by  the  cita¬ 
tions  accompanying  his  decorations: 

March  1943/ Silver  Star:  "For  gallantry  in 
action  on  January  11,  1943  at  Guadalcanal. 
To  visit  tt»e  command  post  of  an  infantry 
battalion, fof  the  division  commanded  by  him, 
General-7 Collins  walked  through  some  800 
yards -of  recently  captured  ground  infested 
with/enemy  snipers.  Upon  arriving  on  Hill 
52  /to  gain  better  points  of  observation,  he 
Sluntarily  exposed  himself  to  intermittent 
-rifle,  machine  gun  and  mortar  fire  without 
regard  for  his  own  personal  safety.  From 
there  he  located  an  enemy  machine-gun  nest 
and  personally  assisted  in  placing  mortar 
fire  on  it  and  on  other  areas  likely  to  be 
occupied  by  the  enemy  while  bursts  of  enemy 
machine  gun  fire  hit  many  times,  but  three 
yards  away.  His  calmness  and  fearlessness 
under  fire  was  an  inspiration  to  the  officers 
and  men  of  the  infantry  regiment  in  that 
sector.  His  example  and  the  word  of  praise 
and  encouragement  with  which  he  contin¬ 
ually  encouraged  the  men  in  the  forward 
unit  spurred  them  on  and  contributed  ma¬ 
terially  to  the  success  of  the  offensive 
operation.” 

April  1943.  Oak  Leaf  Cluster  for  Distin¬ 
guished  Service  Medal:  "For  exceptionally 
meritorious  service  to  the  Government  in  a 
duty  of  great  responsibility  as  Commanding 
General  of  an  infantry  division  on  Guadal¬ 
canal,  Solomon  Islands,  during  the  period 
December  17,  1942,  to  February  9,  1943.  Gen¬ 
eral  Collins,  by  his  energetic  and  inspiring 
leadership  and  aggressive  tactical  employ¬ 
ment  of  his  division  initiated  a  sustained  of¬ 
fensive  against  the  main  Japanese  force 
which  materially  contributed  to  the  final 
defeat  of  the  enemy  on  Guadalcanal.  His 
personal  courage  and  repeated  presence  with 
forward  elements  of  his  division  during  com¬ 
bat  inspired  his  troops  to  sustained  effort.” 

September  1943.  Legion  of  Merit:  “For 
■Exceptionally  meritorious  conduct  in  the 

■itstanding  services  as  com- 
of  an  Infantry  division  in 
e  enemy  forces  in  the  Sol- 
n  August  3  to  September  5, 
ne  action  after  a  large  por- 
□n  had  been  committed  to 
Collins,  with  excellent  mil- 
ssight,  reorganized  his  corn¬ 
ed  an  aggressive  pursuit  of 
posed  to  the  north  of  an 
airfield.  Overconftng  seemingly  unsurmount- 
able  logistical  and\ommunication  obstacles, 
he  rigorously  presseatforward  over  extremely 
rugged  jungle  terrairttmade  junction  with 
friendly  forces  moving  Sown  from  the  north, 
and  with  the  combined  forces,  succeeded  in 
driving  the  remaining  eneiiJe  from  the  island. 
He  then  effectively  organizeeLthe  defense  of 
the  north  coast.  His  souncT tactical  judg¬ 
ment,  combined  with  his  continued  admin¬ 
istration  of  superb  and  courageous  leader¬ 
ship  contributed  in  large  measure  to  the 
morale  and  outstanding  performance  of  his 
troops  in  combat.” 

It  was  on  Guadalcanal  that  he  acquired 
the  name,  “Lightning  Joe.” 

In  December  1943  General  Collins  w&s 
transferred  to  the  European  theater  where, 
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Mr.  IVES.  That  is  absolutely  correct. 
Tftaire  can  be  no  argument  about  it.  The 
fact  \  still  remains  that,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  a  large  portion  of  the  small- 
businesstmen  of  the  country — I  am  not 
talking  almut  the  big  fellows;  I  am  talk¬ 
ing  about  ni£  little  fellows — are  definitely 
worried  because  they  do  not  know  what 
the  attitude  o»dhe  Department  of  Labor 
may  be  regarding  the  matter.  They  feel 
reasonably  certaik  as  to  what  may  hap¬ 
pen,  so  far  as  th^present  agency,  the 
Federal  Security  Al*ncy,  is  concerned. 
Perhaps  their  idea  lk  not  justified  in 
either  instance,  but  tha^s  the  way  they 
feel. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  tti\greatest  re¬ 
spect  for  the  opinion  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York  on  all  issues,  including  this 
one.  I  completely  disagree  with  him 
that  the  argument  he  has  advanced  is 
a  good  argument  for  voting  agains^Re- 
organization  Plan  No.  2.  It  a  gWid 
argument  in  favor  of  the  introduction” 
the  Senator  from  New  York  of  a  bif 
which  would  meet  the  problem  which ' 
concerns  him  so  much.  But  I  respect¬ 
fully  say  that  he  should  not  oppose  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  2,  because  he  fears 
that,  at  some  time  in  the  future,  some¬ 
body  might  do  something  he  wishes  the 
law  would  make  it  impossible  for  him 
to  do. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  would  like  to  point  out — 
and  this  is  where  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  does  not  understand  the  attitude 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York — that  the 
Senator  from  New  York  does  not  have 
this  fear.  But  the  Senator  from  New 
York  recognizes  that  the  fear  does  exist, 
and  it  should  be  taken  into  consideration 
in  this  instance. 

Mr.  MORSE.  No;  I  understand  the 
Senator’s  argument.  I  simply  do  not 
think  it  is  applicable  to  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2.  It  is  applicable  to  the  need 
for  passing  a  bill  which  would  prevent 
the  accomplishment  of  the  thing  feared, 
which  the  Senator  has  pointed  out  to 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  IVES.  What  would  prevent  the 
administering  agency  from  withholding 
administrative  funds?  That  is  where  hg 
would  exercise  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ator's  argument.  I  do  not  think  j*  is  a 
very  good  one  in  opposition  to  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Plan  No.  2.  We  have  /enty  of 
checks  on  the  use  of  funds  toy  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  and  if  he  followed  the  course 
last  suggested  by  the’Senacor  from  New 
York,  I  am  sure  our  Appm>riations  Com¬ 
mittee  would  take  tlWmatter  up  with 
the  Administrator  w pen  he  next  came 
before  the  committee  for  a  new  appro¬ 
priation. 

TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  THE 
FISCAL  YEAR  1950 

Mr.  McKHLLAR.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me  for 
a  momeuc? 

The/ PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
timeVof  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
expired. 

HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
Jrder  to  clarify  the  situation,  I  believe 


the  distinguished  leader  of  the  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  plan  is  willing  to  yield  a  few 
minutes  to  an  advocate  of  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  able  Senator  from  Oregon  wishes 
more  time,  I  am  glad  to  yield  time  to 
him. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Then  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  McKELLAR.  Mr.  President, 
from  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 

I  report  favorably,  without  amendment, 
House  Joint  Resolution  339,  which  has 
been  passed  by  the  House,  making  tem¬ 
porary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
1950.  The  joint  resolution  would  per¬ 
mit  the  payment  of  Government  em¬ 
ployees  until  September  15.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  joint  resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  read  by  title,  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  joint  resolution 
(H.  J.  Res.  339)  amending  an  act  mak¬ 
ing  temporary  appropriations  for  the  fis- 
il  year  1950,  as  amended,  and  for  other A 
fposes. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  considera¬ 
tion  olkthe  joint  resolution? 

Therekbeing  no  objection,  thd  joint 
resolutiorKwas  considered,  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  read  the  thirc/ime,  and 
passed. 

Mr.  McKEBLAR.  Mr/President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  jgTregon  and  the 
Senator  from  ^£kai/s  very  much 
indeed. 

REORGANIZATION 

TRANSFERRING /THE  ' 

PLOYMENT  Sl/jRITY 

The  Senate/esumed  the'Vinsideration 
of  the  resolujnon  (S.  Res.  15l\disapprov- 
ing  Reorg/dzation  Plan  No.^of  1949. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  Present,  I 
sugges/he  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Thy  PRESIDING  OFFICER 
SteMnis  in  the  chair).  As  the  0 
understands,  the  Senator  from  Arkan, 
is  further  time  at  his  disposal. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  care  to 
take  any  further  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum  is  suggested.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 


Thomas,  Okla. 

Thomas,  Utah 

Thye 

Tydings 

Vandenberg 

Watkins 


Wherry 

Wiley 

Williams 

Withers 

Young 


NO.  2,  1949— 

IUREAU  OF  EM- 


Smith,  Maine 
Smith,  N.  J. 

Sparkman 
Stennis 
Taft 
Taylor 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER., 
rum  is  present. 

The  hour  of  5  o’clock  having  arrived, 
the  Senate  will  proceed  to  vele  on  Senate 
Resolution  151.  The  q/stion  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  resolution,  which  reads; 

Resolved,  That  the  S^ffate  does  not  favor 
the  Reorganization  Ptoth  No.  2  transmitted 
to  Congress  by  the  president  on  June  20, 
1949. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  is 
it  not  a  fact/hat  a  vote  “nay”  on  the 
resolution  i/n  substance  a  vote  in  sup¬ 
port  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2? 

The  /RESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senata/is  correct.  The  question  is  on 
agregmg  to  the  resolution. 

.  WHERRY.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
_s. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  roll  was  called. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pepper],  who 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on  pub¬ 
lic  business,  is  paired  on  this  vote  with 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Florida  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  would  vote  “yea.” 

I  announce  further  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  McGrath],  who  is  absent  on 
public  business,  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate,  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Butler],  who  is  absent  by 
leave  of  the  Senate.  If  present  and  vot¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Vermont  would 
vote  “nay”  and  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  would  vote  “yea." 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster]  is  necessarily  absent.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey]  is 
absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed], 
ho  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  is 
ed  with  the  Senator  from  Florida 
Pepper].  If  present  and  voting, 
the  ’Senator  from  Kansas  would  vote 
“yea”  %nd  the  Senator  from  Florida 


and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 

would  vote 

“nay.” 

their  names; 

The  res^ 

It  was — yeas 

32,  nays  57,  as 

Anderson 

Graham 

Lucas 

follows: 

Baldwin 

Green 

McCarran 

V  YEAS — 32 

Brlcker 

Gurney 

McCarthy 

Bridges 

Hayden  •  - 

McClellan 

Brieker 

George 

Millikin 

Byrd' 

Hendrickson 

McFarland 

Bridges 

Gurney 

Mundt 

Cain 

Hickenlooper 

McKellar 

Byrd 

Hendrickson 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Hill 

McMahon 

Cain 

Hickenipoper 

Saltonstall 

Chapman 

Hoey 

Magnuson 

Capehart 

Hoey 

Schoeppel 

Chavez 

Holland 

Malone 

Cordon 

Ives 

Stennis 

Connally 

Humphrey 

Martin 

Donnell 

Jenner  Ik 

Taft 

Cordon 

Hunt 

Maybank 

Dulles 

Kem 

l  Vandenberg 

Donnell 

Ives 

Miller 

Eastland 

McCarthy 

V  Wherry 

Douglas 

Jenner 

Millikin 

Ecton 

McClellan 

iKViley 

Downey 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Morse 

Fulbright 

Martin 

Dulles 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Mundt 

NAYS — 57 

Eastland 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Murray 

Ecton 

Kefauver 

Myers 

Anderson 

Ferguson 

HollaWl 

Ellender 

Kem 

Neely 

Baldwin 

Flanders 

HumpBsey 

Ferguson 

Kerr 

O’Conor 

Chapman 

Frear 

Hunt 

Flanders 

Kilgore 

O’Mahoney 

Chavez 

Gillette 

JohnsonjBplo. 

Frear 

Knowland 

Robertson 

Connally 

Graham 

Johnson,  T&x. 

Fulbright 

Langer 

Russell 

Douglas 

Green 

Johnston,  S^L 

George 

Lodge 

Saltonstall 

Downey 

Hayden 

Kefauver 

Gillette 

Long 

Schoeppel 

Ellender 

Hill 

Kerr 

No.  150- 
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Itilgore 

Malone 

Smith,  N.  3.S 

Kbowland 

Maybank 

Sparkmaip/ 

Lanier 

Miller 

Taylor  / 

LodgeV 

Morse 

ThompS,  Ok! a 

Long 

Murray 

Thomas,  Utah 

Lucas  \ 

Myers 

TJarye 

McCarran  ' 

.  Neely 

JTydlngs 

McFarland 

\o’Conor  j 

'  Watkins 

McKellar 

IsTMahoney/' 

Williams 

McMahon 

Russell  Jr 

Withers 

Magnuson 

Sm^njrfalne 

Young 

NOT,'VOTING- 

-7 

Aiken 

MtGrath  N. 

Tobey 

Brewster 

j^epper 

Butler  . 

r  Reed 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
quesj^n  the  yeas  are  32,  theNnays  are 
57^and  the  resolution  is  not  agt^ed  to, 
not  having  received  the  affirmativNvote 
of  a  majority  of  the  authorized  member¬ 
ship  of  4he  Senate.  -  .  \ 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  7,  1949 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  order  entered  into  on  yesterday,  the 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate,  Senate  Res¬ 
olution  155  disapproving  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7  of  1949. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
resolution  (S.  Res.  155)  disapproving  Re¬ 
organization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949,  which  is 
as  follows: 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949, 
transmitted  to  Congress  on  June  20,  1949, 
provided  for  the  transfer  of  the  Public  Roads 
Administration  to  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce:  and 

Whereas  there  was  subsequently  enacted 
the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  152),  ap¬ 
proved  June  30,  1949,  which  abolished  the 
Federal  Works  Agency  and  transferred  all 
of  its  functions  to  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services,  and  which  changed  the  name 
of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  transferred  all 
of  its  functions  to  the  Administrator  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Services;  and 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  thus 
purports  to  affect  agencies  which  do  not  in 
fact  exist;  and 

Whereas  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law  109)  provides, 
in  substance,  that  any  statute  enacted  in 
respect  of  any  agency  or  function  affected  by 
a  reorganization  plan,  before  the  effective 
date  of  such  reorganization,  shall  have  the 
same  effect  as  if  such  reorganization  had  not 
been  made;  and 

Whereas  all  doubt  should  be  removed  as  to 
whether  the  above-cited  statute  has  made 
such  reorganization  plan  ineffective;  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor 
the  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  transmitted 
to  Congress  by  the  President  on  June  20, 
1919. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  understanding  that  under  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  previously  en¬ 
tered  into.  Senate  Resolution  155  is  now 
being  considered  by  the  Senate.  Will 
the  Chair  please  make  a  statement  re¬ 
specting  the  division  of  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  order  previously  entered  into  debate 
is  limited  to  1  hour.  The  time  is  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  for  the  proponents  of  the  reso¬ 
lution,  and  by  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  for  the  oppo¬ 
nents.  Under  the  law  the  time  is  equally 
divided.  It  is  now  12  minutes  after  5 
o’clock,  so  debate  will  continue  until  12 
minutes  after  6. 


Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mitted  Senate  Resolution  155  because  I 
became  firmly  convinced  that  an  act  of 
Congress  has  superseded  the  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan,  and  that  if  the  reorganization 
plan  is  not  rejected  there  will  be  very 
grave  confusion  as  to  the  state  of  the 
law. 

I  should  like  first  to  discuss  the  facts. 
The  Congressional  Directory  shows  that 
each  of  27  Members  of  the  Senate  has 
served  as  governor  of  his  State.  I  am 
sure  all  of  them  will  confirm  a  statement 
of  facts  which  I  shall  now  make. 

First,  that  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  is  an  important,  if  not  the  most 
important  public-works  agency  in  any 
State. 

Second,  that  the  27  Senators  are  all 
intimately  acquainted  with  the  fact  of 
the  close  relationship  between  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  State 
highway  departments.  That  Bureau 
supervises  all  the  Federal-aid  projects  in 
each  State.  That  is  to  say,  if  a  State 
submits  a  Federal-aid  project,  it  must 
be  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  before  the  work  can  begin,  and 
then,  in  order  for  the  State  to  obtain  its 
share  of  Federal  aid,  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  must  again  approve  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project  according  to  the 
plans. 

Many  of  the  former  governors  know  of 
their  own  knowledge  that  in  their  States 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  actually  con¬ 
structs  roads  within  national  parks  and 
in  the  national  forests.  They  under¬ 
stand,  therefore,  that  it  is  in  truth  and 
in  fact  a  construction  agency. 

What  happened  with  respect  to  the 
particular  problem  we  have  before  us  is 
this:  The  Commission  on  Organization 
of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  appointed  two  task  forces,  one  on 
transportation  and  one  on  public  works. 
The  task  force  on  transportation  recom¬ 
mended  a  Department  of  Transportation 
in  the  following  language: 

A  Department  of  Transportation  should  be 
established  to  consolidate  Government  ex¬ 
penditure,  programing,  and  operating  func¬ 
tions  into  a  single  executive  agency. 

Then  it  recommended  that  the  Office 
of  Highway  Transportation  be  created. 
This  Office  should  carry  out  the  Federal 
aid  highway  program,  all  Federal  high¬ 
way  promotional  activities,  safety  activi¬ 
ties  involving  interstate  motor  carriers, 
and  the  maintenance  of  a  motor  vehicle 
inventory  and  war  requirement  esti¬ 
mates. 

It  further  recommended: 

(a)  Federal' aid  activities  would  be  trans¬ 
ferred  from  the  Public  Roads  Administration, 
Federal  Works  Agency. 

The  other  task  force,  headed  by  Robert 
Moses,  of  New  York,  a  very  eminent  en¬ 
gineer,  recommended  that  a  Department 
of  Public  Works  be  created,  and  that  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  be  transferred  to 
that  Department. 

The  Commission  in  its  report  on  re¬ 
organization  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce,  rejected  the  recommendations  of 
both  the  above  task  forces  as  to  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  either  a  Department  of 
Transportation  or  a  Department  of  Pub¬ 


lic  Works,  and  instead  made  the  follow¬ 
ing  recommendation  as  to  the  Public 
Roads  Administration: 

The  Public  Roads  Administration  should 
be  transferred  from  the  Federal  Works  Agen¬ 
cy  to  the  Department. 

The  report  in  which  the  foregoing  rec¬ 
ommendation  is  made  does  not  contain 
any  specific  data  in  support  of  the  rec¬ 
ommendation.  I  am  convinced  that  it 
is  based  upon  the  fundamental  fallacy 
that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  is  a 
transportation  agency  rather  than  a  con¬ 
struction  agency. 

One  does  not  have  to  look  in  the  dic¬ 
tionary  to  know  that  “transportation” 
means  the  movement  of  things  from  one 
place  to  another.  They  can  move  by  air, 
they  can  move  by  water,  they  can  move 
over  the  land.  If  it  were  water  trans¬ 
portation,  a  barge  carrying  goods  could 
be  engaged  in  transportation.  If  it  were 
desired  to  regulate  the  river  so  that  the 
barge  could  navigate  it  during  all  sea¬ 
sons  of  the  year,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
could  build  a  great  dam  at  the  head¬ 
waters  and  conserve  the  floods  so  as  to 
equate  the  flow  or  confine  it  to  its  banks 
by  levees.  But  that  would  be  construc¬ 
tion.  It  would  not  be  transportation. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads.  It  provides  a  surface  over 
which  transportation  may  be  carried, 
but  does  not  engage  in  transportation 
itself.  It  is  an  engineering  organization 
which  determines  what  kind  of  road 
should  be  had,  where  the  road  should 
be  located,  the  degree  of  curvature,  the 
kind  of  surface,  and  many  kindred  ques¬ 
tions.  That  is  construction.  In  my 
judgment  Mr.  Moses  and  his  task  force 
were  correct  in  assigning  that  work  to 
a  proposed  works  agency. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Can  the  Senator  con¬ 
ceive  of  any  activity  which  is  delegated 
by  law  to  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
or  which  is  engaged  in  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  by  virtue  of  any  pow¬ 
er  delegated  to  it,  which  in  any  wise  is 
so  connected  with,  associated  with,  or 
has  any  relation  to  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  as  to  permit  of  any  integra¬ 
tion,  combination,  or  cooperation  which 
would  make  for  economy  or  efficiency  in 
connection  with  the  sort  of  transfer  pro¬ 
posed  in  this  plan? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  cannot  conceive  of 
any  such  arrangement  having  that  ef¬ 
fect.  Furthermore,  the  message  trans¬ 
mitting  this  plan  frankly  confesses  that 
it  will  not  result  in  economy,  which  is 
one  of  the  great  objectives  of  the  Hoover 
Commission. 

Having  this  doubt,  I  asked  the  Legis¬ 
lative  Reference  Service  of  the  Senate 
to  look  into  the  law  on  this  question.  I 
have  great  confidence  in  that  Service. 
What  stuck  me  more  than  anything  else 
was  Mr.  Boots’  comment  on  section  9  of 
the  Reorganization  Act.  Section  9  (a) 
(1)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949 
reads  as  follows: 

(1)  Any  statute  enacted,  and  any  regula¬ 
tion  or  other  action  made,  prescribed,  issued, 
granted,  or  performed  in  respect  of  or  by  any 
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agency  or  function  affected  by  a  reorgani¬ 
zation  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  be¬ 
fore  the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization, 
shall,  except  to  the  extent  rescinded,  modi¬ 
fied,  superseded,  or  made  inapplicable  by  or 
under  authority  of  law  or  by  the  abolition 
of  a  function,  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such 
reorganization  had  not  been  made;  but  where 
any  such  statute,  regulation,  or  other  action 
has  vested  the  functions  in  the  agency  from 
which  it  is  removed  under  the  plan,  such 
function  shall,  insofar  as  it  is  to  be  exercised 
after  the  plan  becomes  effective,  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  vested  in  the  agency  under  which  the 
function  is  placed  by  the  plan. 

Mr.  Boots’  comment  is  as  follows  : 

While  this  provision  is  hedged  about  by  a 
great  deal  of  verbiage  it  would  appear  that  it 
was  designed  to  anticipate  the  case  where, 
following  the  submission  of  a  reorganization 
plan,  Congress  acted  with  respect  to  the 
agency  or  function  affected  in  a  manner  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  plan,  and  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  that  in  that  situation  the  statute  would 
have  the  same  effect  as  if  the  reorganization 
had  not  been  made. 

What  actually  happened  was  that  at 
the  time  this  reorganization  plan  was 
submitted  the  House  of  Representatives 
had  passed  a  bill  creating  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administration  Services, 
abolished  the  Public  Works  Administra¬ 
tion,  transferred  the  Public  Roads  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  the  new  agency  created 
by  law,  and  changed  its  name  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  That  is  the 
situation  with  which  we  are  faced  today. 

I  have  very  carefully  read  an  opinion 
by  Mr.  Peyton  Ford,  Acting  Attorney 
General,  which  was  printed  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  yesterday,  and  I 
should  like  to  submit  some  comments  to 
the  65  lawyers  in  the  Senate,  who  should 
be  able  to  pass  upon  this  question. 

I  have  read  the  opinion  of  the  Acting 
Attorney  General  with  respect  to  the 
validity  and  effectiveness  of  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Plan  No.  7  of  1949.  It  has  not 
changed  my  opinion  that  this  plan  will 
not  take  effect  upon  the  expiration  of  60 
days  following  its  submission. 

The  Acting  Attorney  General  lays 
great  stress  on  the  references  in  the 
President’s  message  to  the  then  pending 
Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949  and  particularly  the 
President’s  reasons  for  including  in  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  the  plan  the  statement  that 
the  provisions  of  this  reorganization 
plan  shall  become  effective  notwith¬ 
standing  the  status  of  the  Public  Roads 
Administration  within  the  Federal 
Works  Agency  or  within  any  other 
agency  immediately  prior  to  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  reorganization  plan. 

Leaving  out  of  consideration  the  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  whether  Presidential  messages 
make  the  law,  and  particularly  whether 
messages  transmitting  reorganization 
plans  are — as  stated  by  the  Acting  At¬ 
torney  General — an  integral  part  of 
the  plan,  it  would  seem  that  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  the  Acting  Attorney  General 
serves  to  emphasize  the  strength  of  the 
opposing  argument  which  he  is  attempt¬ 
ing  to  meet.  That  is,  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  plan  before  it,  and  in  the  same 
document  the  President’s  message — al¬ 
though  I  would  not  regard  it  as  an  in¬ 
tegral  part  thereof — the  Congress  saw 
fit  to  transfer  the  Public  Roads  Admin¬ 


istration  to  an  agency  wholly  different 
from  the  agency  to  which  it  is  trans¬ 
ferred  under  the  plan.  Every  Senator 
knows  that  it  is  an  elemental  rule  of 
statutory  construction  that  where  there 
is  a  conflict  between  two  acts  of  Con¬ 
gress  the  most  recently  enacted  statute 
takes  precedence.  It  is  so  elemental 
that  one  Congress  cannot  bind  another 
Congress  that  it  hardly  seems  worth 
mentioning.  How,  then,  can  anyone 
argue  that  a  reorganization  plan  and  its 
accompanying  message  transmitted  by 
the  President  to  the  Congress  can  take 
precedence  over  a  subsequently  enacted 
act  of  Congress,  approved  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  which  is  totally  inconsistent  with 
such  plan? 

That  is  exactly  what  happened  here. 
The  plan  was  submitted  on  the  20th  of 
June,  and  on  the  30th  of  June  the  new 
law  went  into  effect. 

With  reference  to  the  suggestion  that 
the  plan  seeks  to  transfer  from  the  non¬ 
existent  agency,  the  Federal  Works 
Agency,  another  nonexistent  agency,  the 
Public  Roads  Administration,  the  Acting 
Attorney  General  suggests  that  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  deals  primarily  with 
functions  and  only  secondarily  with  the 
transfer  or  abolition  of  agencies,  and 
then  goes  on  to  point  out  that  what  is 
contemplated  by  Reorganization  Plan  No. 
7  is  the  transfer  of  certain  functions 
which  at  all  times  have  remained  in  exis¬ 
tence.  I  hesitate  to  say  that  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  deals  only  secondarily 
with  the  transfer  or  abolition  of  agencies. 
But  in  any  event  the  fact  remains  that 
the  plan  transmitted  to  the  Congress  is 
not  the  plan  that  would  be  in  effect  upon 
the  expiration  of  60  days  if  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  the  Acting  Attorney  General  is 
correct.  A  plan  to  transfer  an  agency 
from  the  Federal  Works  Agency  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce  is  not  a  plan  to 
transfer  that  agency  from  the  General 
Services  Agency  to  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  any  general  statement  in  the 
plan  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Congress  is  entitled  to  60  days’  consid¬ 
eration  of  any  plan  transmitted  to  it, 
and  the  same  considerations  that  might 
move  a  Member  of  Congress  to  favor  a 
plan  to  transfer  the  Public  Roads  Ad¬ 
ministration  from  the  Federal  Works 
Agency  to  the  Department  of  Commerce 
might  not  be  effective  with  respect  to  a 
transfer  from  the  General  Services 
Agency. 

I  should  be  interested  to  know  what 
the  conclusion  of  the  Acting  Attorney 
General  would  be  if  instead  of  transfer¬ 
ring  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to 
the  General  Services  Agency,  the  statute, 
Public  Law  152,  had  split  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  and  transferred 
part  of  it  to  the  General  Services  Agency, 
part  of  it  to  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  and  part  of  it  to  the  Department 
of  Commerce.  Could  it  be  contended 
that  the  general  statement  in  section  4 
of  the  reorganization  plan  would  have  the 
effect  of  gathering  up  these  component 
parts  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
and  bringing  them  together  In  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  when  Congress 
had  clearly  indicated  that  it  wanted  only 
one  segment  of  the  agency  in  that  de¬ 
partment? 


The  Acting  Attorney  General  refers  to 
the  suggestion  that  section  9  (a)  (1)  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  prevents 
the  taking  effect  of  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  7  as  based  on  an  obvious  misconstruc¬ 
tion  of  that  section.  He  points  out  that 
section  9  (a)  (1)  is  clearly  intended  as 
a  saving  provision,  designed  to  keep  sub¬ 
stantive  authority  and  functions  alive 
despite  the  fact  that  the  power  to  exer¬ 
cise  is  transferred  by  the  reorganization 
plan.  Of  course,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
that  was  one  purpose,  perhaps  the  prin¬ 
cipal  one,  of  section  9  (a)  (1).  But 
stripped  of  inapplicable  language,  the 
provision  states  unqualifiedly  that  any 
statute  enacted  in  respect  of  any  agency 
or  function  affected  by  a  reorganization 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  before 
the  effective  date  of  such  reorganization, 
shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  re¬ 
organization  had  not  been  made. 

In  this  connection  the  Acting  Attor¬ 
ney  General  also  refers  to  the  so-called 
Taft  amendment — section  5  (e)  of  the 
1945  Reorganization  Act — which  reads 
as  follows: 

(e)  If,  since  January  1,  1945,  Congress 
has  by  law  established  the  status  of  any 
agency  in  relation  to  other  agencies  or  trans¬ 
ferred  any  function  to  any  agency,  no  re¬ 
organization  plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no 
reorganization  under  this  act  shall  have 
the  effect  of,  changing  the  status  of  such 
agency  in  relation  to  other  agencies  or  of 
abolishing  any  such  transferred  function  or 
providing  for  its  exercise  by  or  under  the 
supervision  of  any  other  agency. 

He  states  that  this  section  in  the  1945 
act  clearly  restricts  the  power  of  the 
President  to  submit  a  plan  which  would 
have  the  effect  of  undoing  recent  con¬ 
gressional  action  and  points  out  that  no 
such  provision  is  contained  in  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  of  1949.  Of  course,  a 
reading  of  section  5  (e)  indicates  that 
it  has  much  broader  application  than 
the  Acting  Attorney  General  intimates. 
The  1945  act  was  approved  December 
20,  1945;  and  thus  section  5  (e)  would 
prevent  the  President  from  changing  the 
status  of  any  agency  if  since  January 
1,  1945,  Congress  had  established  the 
status  of  that  agency  with  relation  to 
other  agencies  or  transferred  any  func¬ 
tion  to  any  agency.  Moreover,  this  sec¬ 
tion  was  inserted  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  and  I  do  not  recall  that  the  ques¬ 
tion  as  to  whether  it  might  cover  a  part 
of  the  field  encompassed  in  section  9  (a) 
(1)  of  the  1949  act  was  analyzed  or 
even  debated.  The  1945  act  contained 
a  similar  provision. 

The  opinion  under  consideration  also 
suggests  that  to  reach  a  result  adverse 
to  the  effectiveness  of  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7  would  require  a  conclusion 
that  the  action  of  Congress  in  passing 
the  Federal  Property  Act  of  1949,  in 
effect  repealed  the  authority  given  to 
the  President  under  the  Reorganization 
Act,  and  suggests  that  implied  repeals 
are  not  favored.  However,  on  the  other 
side  of  the  picture,  to  reach  a  contrary 
conclusion  would  mean  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  had  done  a  vain  thing  when  it 
passed  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  any  such  action  should  be 
attributed  to  the  Congress  in  the  absence 
of  specific  evidence  to  the  contrary. 
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Finally  the  opinion  suggests  that  there 
can  be  no  question  that  the  President 
the  day  after  signing  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  Act  could  have  submitted  a  reor¬ 
ganization  plan  undoing  the  transfers 
effected  by  that  act  and  the  Congress 
would  then  have  had  60  days  within 
which  to  consider  whether  or  not  to  dis¬ 
approve  such  a  proposal.  It  would  seem 
that  if  the  President  wished  to  effect  this 
transfer  that  is  just  the  action  that  he 
should  have  taken. 

Since  I  have  argued  that  plan  No.  7 
would  not  take  effect  even  though  the 
Senate  or  the  House  fail  to  pass  a  reso¬ 
lution  of  disapproval  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  60-day  period  after 
transmittal  of  such  plan,  Senators 
might  logically  ask  me  why  I  propose  a 
resolution  of  disapproval.  My  answer 
to  any  such  query  is  that  I  recognize  that 
a  forceful  legal  argument  may  be  made 
on  both  sides  of  the  question. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  If  this  whole  order  is 
surplus  and  excess  verbiage,  why  would 
it  not  be  simpler  to  have  the  President 
withdraw  it? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  It  being  a  proposal  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Hoover  Commission,  I 
think  the  President  hesitated  to  with¬ 
draw  it  once  it  had  been  submitted  to 
Congress.  He  would  much  prefer  to  have 
Congress  determine  what  it  will  do  with 
it. 

That  situation  is  exactly  the  same,  as 
the  Senator  very  well  knows,  as  the  situa¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  reorganization 
plan  sent  to  Congress  in  connection  with 
the  Military  Establishment.  However,  in 
that  act  provision  was  made  that  the  act 
should  take  effect,  and  not  the  plan  sub¬ 
mitted.  But  that  language  was  not  in 
this  statute,  which  leaves  the  confusion 
which  I  have  been  discussing. 

While  I  personally  feel  that  in  view  of 
the  passage  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  time  plan  No.  7  was  trans¬ 
mitted  to  Congress,  the  plan  cannot  take 
effect,  I  accord  to  the  opinion  of  the  Act¬ 
ing  Attorney  General  the  respect  to 
which  it  is  entitled;  and  I  firmly  believe 
that  the  only  way  we  can  clarify  the  sit¬ 
uation  at  this  late  date  is  for  the  Senate 
to  adopt  this  resolution  of  disapproval. 
If  we  do  not  disapprove  the  resolution 
and  the  administration  attempts  to  make 
the  plan  effective  by  transferring  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  to  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  the  Government  will  have 
this  situation  confronting  them  in  the 
next  2  or  3  weeks. 

In  connection  with  the  acquisition 
through  condemnation  proceedings  for 
rights-of-way  for  Federal  highways,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  will  attempt  to 
make  the  basic  discretionary  finding 
which  is  a  statutory  prerequisite  to  the  in¬ 
stitution  of  the  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Did  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Arizona  to  say 
that  the  Acting  Attorney  General  was 


recommending  that  Congress  disapprove 
the  reorganization  plan? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  No;  I  said  the  Acting 
Attorney  General  was  recommending 
that  Congress  do  not  disapprove  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Then  how  does  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  harmonize  his  posi¬ 
tion  with  the  opinion  of  the  acting  at¬ 
torney  general? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  do  not.  I  disagree 
with  the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  from 
Arizona  disagrees  with  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  do. 

I  am  pointing  out  the  situation  we 
shall  be  in  if  nothing  is  done.  As  I  just 
said,  in  connection  with  the  acquisition 
through  condemnation  proceedings  for 
rights-of-way  for  Federal  highways,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  will  attempt  to 
make  the  basic  discretionary  finding 
which  is  a  statutory  prerequisite  to  the 
institution  of  the  condemnation  pro¬ 
ceedings.  If  not  in  that  case,  then  in 
the  next  this  authority  will  be  challenged 
by  the  private  land  owner  whose  property 
is  to  be  taken  under  such  condemnation 
proceedings.  Whether  the  courts  will 
feel  bound  by  the  action  of  the  Senate 
in  failing  to  disapprove  such  plan  is 
problematical.  If  the  courts  feel,  as  I 
do,  that  the  plan  has  no  legal  effect 
because  of  the  passage  of  the  Federal 
Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949,  the  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ing  will  be  dismissed,  and  a  chaotic  con¬ 
dition  will  be  created  which  we  have  now 
in  our  power  to  prevent.  Even  if  the 
lower  courts  were  to  hold  that  the  plan 
is  in  effect,  there  will  be  inevitable  ap¬ 
peals  in  higher  courts  until  the  question 
is  finally  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court 
after  a  long  period  of  litigation. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  wise  thing  to  do  is  for  the 
Senate  to  reject  this  plan.  Then  if  there¬ 
after  the  President  wishes  to  submit  a 
plan  which  is  not  complicated  by  the 
conflicting  legislation  which  applies  to 
this  plan,  the  Senate  can  agree  to  it. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr  CORDON.  Historically,  was  not 
the  whole  highway  policy,  adopted  many 
years  ago,  predicated  primarily  on  the 
necessity  for  an  interstate,  interconnect¬ 
ed  highway  system,  valuable  primarily 
for  national  defense? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  the  reason 
which  induced  President  Wilson  to  sign 
the  original  Federal  Highway  Act. 

Mr.  CORDON.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
if  we  were  going  to  examine  the  history 
of  the  national  hihgway  policy,  if  we  were 
going  to  consider  the  basis  upon  which 
the  major  arterial  highways  have  been 
designated  and  connected  and  construc¬ 
ted,  and  if  we  were  going  to  insist  upon 
the  transfer  to  some  department  of  what 
is  one  of  the  outstandingly  efficient  serv¬ 
ice  organizations  in  the  United  States 
Government,  it  should  properly  go  to  the 
Department  of  Defense,  should  it  not? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Or,  conversely,  if  the 
reasoning,  which  I  believe  to  be  fal¬ 
lacious,  upon  which  this  plan  is  based 


is  correct,  then  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
since  it  has  just  as  much  to  do  with 
transportation  as  does  the  Public  Roads 
Administration,  should  also  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Exactly.  Would  it 
not  appear — as  I  think  the  Senator  has 
suggested — that  in  the  investigation 
made  by  the  so-called  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  inadequate  consideration  was  given 
by  the  transportation  section  of  that 
Commission  to  the  basic  authority  and 
duties  of  the  Public  Roads  Administra¬ 
tion  or,  as  it  was  formerly  known,  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  a  construction 
agency,  and  in  no  sense  a  transportation 
agency? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remain¬ 
der  of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
is  to  be  divided  between  or  allotted  by 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden] 
and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan], 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield  5  minutes 
of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  still  do  not  under¬ 
stand  why  the  President  does  not  with¬ 
draw  this  order,  if  it  is  merely  a  lot  of 
excess  verbiage.  If  it  is  excess  verbiage, 
it  seems  to  me  the  simple  thing  for  him 
to  do  is  to  withdraw  the  order,  and  not 
make  Congress  go  through  the  procedure 
of  voting  on  it. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  understand  that. 
But  if  the  President  did  that,  he  would 
do  two  things  which  he  does  not  want  to 
do:  First,  such  action  would  be  construed 
as  discrediting  the  Hoover  Commission’s 
recommendation. 

Mr.  LODGE.  How  could  that  be? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  to  say,  having 
issued  an  order  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  this  statute,  if  the  President  were  to 
withdraw  it  now  because  the  statute  had 
been  enacted  in  the  meantime,  that  ac¬ 
tion  could  be  construed  as  an  abandon¬ 
ment  of  the  project  by  the  President. 

The  other  reason  is  also  obvious;  The 
President  does  not  like  to  disregard  the 
advice  of  the  Acting  Attorney  General; 
and  the  Acting  Attorney  General  has — 
in  a  very  strained  way,  I  think — en¬ 
dorsed  the  proposal  that  the  plan,  not 
the  law,  be  in  effect. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  is  one  of  the  ablest 
and  most  lucid  Members  of  this  body; 
but  he  has  not  been  very  lucid  in  his 
reply  to  my  question,  because  I  do  not 
think  it  in  any  way  discredits  the 
Hoover  Commission  to  say  that  some 
event  which  has  occurred  subsequent  to 
the  time  when  the  Hoover  Commission 
made  its  recommendation,  makes  its  rec¬ 
ommendation  obsolete.  There  is  noth¬ 
ing  insulting  or  discrediting  about  that, 
and  I  cannot  believe  that  the  President 
has  such  a  mistaken  sense  of  loyalty  to¬ 
ward  his  Attorney  General,  or  Acting 
Attorney  General,  that  he  will  fail  to 
withdraw  something  that  is  obsolete  and 
that  is  excess  verbiage,  and  will  require 
us  to  go  through  all  this  procedure  and 
then  to  vote.  I  think  there  must  be 
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something  about  this  matter  that  does 
not  meet  the  eye. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  say  that  the  only  way 
to  remove  the  inconsistency  would  be  for 
the  President  to  withdraw  the  plan. 
Some  good  lawyer  told  me  that  the  Pres¬ 
ident  doubted  that  he  had  the  power  to 
withdraw  the  order. 

Mr.  LODGE.  We  find  good  lawyers  on 
all  sides  of  questions,  of  course. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield  5  minutes  of 
my  time  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  if  he  wishes  to  have  it. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I  simply  wish  to  ask  a 
question.  Does  the  Public  Roads  Admin¬ 
istration  do  any  actual  construction,  ex¬ 
cept  in  public  parks? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Oh,  yes;  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  has  supervised  the 
construction  of  the  Inter-American 
Highway  through  Mexico  to  Panama.  It 
is  now  doing  work  for  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  in  Turkey  and  Greece.  It  super¬ 
vised  the  construction  of  the  Alaskan 
Highway  during  the  war. 

As  the  Senator  has  mentioned,  it  does, 
every  year,  subsantial  construction  in 
both  the  national  forests  and  the  na¬ 
tional  parks,  and  I  believe  it  does  some 
work  on  the  Indian  reservations. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  So  far  as  the  relation¬ 
ship  with  the  States  is  concerned,  the 
Public  Roads  Administration  does  not  do 
any  construction  work;  does  it? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  No;  the  theory  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act  from  the  beginning 
has  been  that  the  Federal  Government 
would  not  build  any  State  roads,  but  it 
would  aid  the  States.  The  original  act 
provided  that  unless  a  State  had  a  State 
highway  department — and  half  of  the 
States  did  not  have  such  departments  at 
that  time — it  could  not  get  the  benefit  of 
Federal  aid.  The  State  lets  the  con¬ 
tract;  it  lets  it  in  accordance  with  speci¬ 
fications  approved  in  advance  by  the 
Public  Roads  Administration.  Then  if 
the  State  builds  the  road  in  accordance 
with  those  specifications,  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  authorizes  the 
making  of  the  Federal  payment  to  the 
State  in  the  amount  due. 

Mr.  FT  LENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FT  .TENDER,.  Assuming  that  this 
proposal  were  legal,  does  the  Senator  feel 
that  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
should  be  transferred  to  the  Department 
of  Commerce? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  do  not,  because,  as 
indicated  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
the  purpose  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  to  improve  commerce  and  trans¬ 
portation.  The  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  roads. 

My  contention  is  that  this  is  a  con¬ 
struction  agency,  not  a  transportation 
agency.  Therefore  it  does  not  belong  in 
the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  So  the  main  objec¬ 
tion  the  Senator  has  is  to  transferring 
the  roads  agency  from  where  it  is  now  to 
the  Department  of  Commerce.  Is  that 
correct? 


Mr.  HAYDEN.  Exactly  so. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  MCCLELLAN.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Only  in  the  last  moment 
have  we  heard  anything  about  the  merits 
of  the  proposed  transfer.  There  may  be 
real,  good,  and  substantial  argument  as 
to  the  merits  of  the  proposed  transfer  of 
the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  under  this  re¬ 
organization  plan.  However,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona  has  devoted  practically 
all  his  time  to  a  discussion  of  the  legality 
of  the  proposed  transfer. 

I  certainly  believe  his  legal  argument 
is  unsound.  I  base  that  opinion  in  large 
part  on  the  opinion  of  the  Acting  At¬ 
torney  General,  addressed  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  which  appears  on  page  11793  of  the 
Congressional  Record  under  date  of 
Tuesday,  August  16. 

The  plan  was  forwarded  to  Congress 
on  June  20,  as  I  recall.  The  act  trans¬ 
ferring  the  functions  of  the  Federal 
Works  Agency,  including  the  Public 
Roads  Administration,  to  the  new  agency 
was  enacted  into  law  on  June  30,  some 
10  days  or  so  after  the  plan  was  sent 
to  us. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  bases  his 
legal  argument  on  two  premises,  and  I 
think  both  of  them  are  fully  and  com¬ 
pletely  unsound,  according  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Acting  Attorney  General. 

The  Senator  from  Arizona  bases  his 
argument  on  the  assumption  that  by 
reason  of  the  abolition  of  the  Federal 
Works  Agency,  as  is  set  forth  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Acting  Attorney  General, 
nothing  remains  upon  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  can  exercise  his  power  of  reor¬ 
ganization. 

The  Attorney  General  says: 

This  assumption  Is  untenable.  The  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1949,  as  was  the  case  with 
previous  reorganization  acts,  deals  primarily 
with  functions  and  only  secondarily  with  the 
transfer  or  abolition  of  agencies. 

What  is  contemplated  by  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7  is  the  transfer  of  certain  functions 
which  at  all  times  have  remained  in  exist¬ 
ence;  functions  which  were  not  in  their 
substance  affected  by  the  enactment  of  the 
Property  Act  of  1949.  Plan  No.  7  calls  for 
the  transfer  of  public-roads  functions  to 
the  Department  of  Commerce.  That  is  a 
result  which  can  actually  and  legally  be 
achieved  despite  the  enactment  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Property  Act. 

So  says  the  acting  Attorney  General. 
He  then  goes  on  in  his  opinion  to  answer 
the  second  objection  which  has  been 
raised  to  plan  No.  7.  He  states: 

A  second  objection  to  plan  No.  7  which 
has  been  raised  is  based  on  an  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  provisions  of  section  9  (a)  (1) 
of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  to  the 
effect  that  that  section  was  designed  to 
anticipate  the  case  where,  following  the 
submission  of  a  reorganization  plan,  the 
Congress  acted  with  respect  to  the  agency 
or  function  affected  in  a  manner  Inconsistent 
with  the  plan,  and  to  make  certain  that  in 
that  situation  the  statute  would  have  the 
same  effect  as  if  the  reorganization  had  not 
been  made. 

Mr.  President,  where  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  goes  far  afield  Is,  I  think,  that 
he  forgets  that  in  the  original  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act  of  1945  there  was  also  another 
section,  called  section  5  (e).  If  that 
section  were  still  in  the  law,  the  Sena¬ 


tor’s  argument  might  then  be  a  valid 
one,  because  section  5  (a)  of  the  1945 
act  provided: 

If,  since  January  1,  1945,  Congress  has  by 
law  established  the  status  of  any  agency  in 
relation  to  other  agencies  or  transferred  any 
function — 

As  I  say,  Mr.  President,  that  was  done 
in  the  public  law  transferring  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  to  the  new  agency. 

If,  since  January  1,  1945,  Congress  has  by 
law  established  the  status  of  any  agency  in 
relation  to  other  agencies  or  transferred  any 
function  to  any  agency,  no  reorganization 
plan  shall  provide  for,  and  no  reorganiza¬ 
tion  under  this  act  shall  have  the  effect  of, 
changing  the  status  of  such  agency  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  other  agencies  or  of  abolishing  any 
such  transferred  function  or  providing  for  its 
exercise  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  any 
other  agency. 

But,  Mr.  President,  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  neglected  to  advise  the  Senate 
that  the  provisions  contained  in  section 
5  (e)  was  omitted  from  the  1949  act. 
Had  it  been  included,  his  argument  might 
have  been  valid.  Section  9  (a)  (1),  the 
remaining  section,  is  clearly  intended, 
as  the  acting  Attorney  General  stated, 
as  a  saving  provision  designed  to  keep 
substantive  authority  and  functions  alive, 
despite  the  fact  that  the  power  to  exer¬ 
cise  such  authority  or  functions  is  trans¬ 
ferred  by  the  reorganization  plan.  The 
acting  Attorney  General  has  given  some 
examples. 

So,  Mr.  President,  there  might  be  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  merits  of  the  transfer,  but 
unfortunately  there  has  been  no  debate 
on  the  merits.  The  merits,  I  believe, 
might  be  argued.  But  on  the  legal  ques¬ 
tion  I  believe  every  Senator  and  every 
lawyer  could  well  argue  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  a  perfect  right  through  the  re¬ 
organization  plan  to  transfer  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  to  the-  Commerce 
Department,  despite  the  fact  that  the 
Congress  adopted  and  passed  the  Federal 
Property  Act  of  1949,  some  10  days  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  submission  of  plan  No.  7. 

I  reiterate,  we  certainly  should  not  re¬ 
ject  this  plan  merely  because  of  the  tenu¬ 
ous  legal  argument  advanced  by  counsel 
for  the  legislative  committee.  I  think 
we  should  give  more  thoughtful  concern 
to  the  opinion  of  the  acting  Attorney 
General.  Senators  may  well  differ  on 
the  merits  of  the  transfer,  I  repeat,  but 
it  is  my  firm  opinion  that  the  President 
certainly  has  every  right  under  the  law 
to  send  to  the  Congress  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  7,  and,  within  the  law,  can  well 
transfer  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  dis¬ 
like  to  disagree  with  the  acting  major¬ 
ity  leader  even  on  legal'  matters,  but  I 
recall,  once  upon  a  time,  when  I  was  go¬ 
ing  to  law  school,  our  professor  said,  “If 
you  do  not  know  the  answer  to  a  legal 
proposition,  then  decide  for  yourself 
what  it  should  be.”  He  said,  “When  you 
are  asked,  ‘What  is  the  law’?  give  an 
answer  as  to  what  it  should  be.”  In  this 
instance,  we  have  the  trained  legal  mind 
of  the  acting  majority  leader  against  an 
ordinary  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
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Mr.  WHERRY.  Not  too  ordinary  a 
Senator. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  With  all  due  respect  to 
the  legal  training  of  my  friend  from 
Pennsylvania,  I  still  think  there  is  more 
good  law  in  the  argument  of  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  than  in  the  argument  of 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania.  It  is 
true  the  discussion  has  turned  to  legal 
matters.  I  believe  the  merits  of  the 
proposition  should  be  discussed  and 
understood.  As  I  look  around  at  Sena¬ 
tors  who  are  kind  enough  to  be  listen¬ 
ing  to  the  debate,  I  know  they  are  all  in 
favor  of  good  roads.  This  is  a  matter 
of  good  roads,  purely  and  simply.  It  is 
nothing  that  has  anything  to  do  with 
legal  arguments,  either  pro  or  con. 

If  Senators  want  good  roads  to  con¬ 
tinue,  if  they  want  an  agency  which  has 
made  good  in  this  country,  if  they  want 
the  only  agency  which  has  the  respect 
of  the  entire  American  people,  they 
should  leave  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
where  it  is,  and  where  it  belongs,  to  do 
its  work.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
under  the  administration  of  the  present 
Commissioner,  is  known  not  only  na¬ 
tionally  but  internationally.  The  Com¬ 
missioner  is  respected  not  only  in  this 
country  but  abroad.  If  we  go  to  any 
State  in  the  Union,  including  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  we  find  the  people  are  more  in¬ 
terested  in  good  roads  than  they  are  in 
any  matter  of  legislation  that  may  be 
presented  to  them.  Good  roads  affect 
the  farmer.  They  also  affect  the  busi¬ 
nessmen.  They  affect  everyone  in  the 
entire  country.  The  matter  is  simple. 
Has  any  Senator  at  any  time  heard  the 
least  suggestion  that  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  as  now  constituted  and  di¬ 
rected  has  wasted  a  penny  of  the  tax¬ 
payers’  money?  It  is  purely  and  simply 
a  construction  agency.  It  has  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  regulating  com¬ 
merce  as  between  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  and  the  State  of  Ohio.  It  is  in¬ 
terested  in  constructing  good  roads  in 
Pennsylvania. 

As  stated  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona, 
while  it  actually  does  not  go  on  the 
ground,  nevertheless  it  sees  to  it  that  the 
agency  of  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  car¬ 
ries  out  the  provisions  which  Congress 
placed  in  the  law.  When  decision  is 
made  as  to  a  contribution  by  the  Federal 
Government,  it  sees  that  the  specifica¬ 
tions  are  correct.  It  inspects  the  ma¬ 
terials  going  into  every  foot  of  road. 

Mr.  President,  I  venture  to  say  that 
there  is  not  a  Senator  present  who  has 
as  much  respect  for  any  other  agency 
or  department  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  as  he  has  for  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads.  So,  why  a  change,  as  a  matter 
of  merit?  Every  department  coming  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
has  trouble.  I  have  been  a  member  of 
that  committee  for  many  years.  The 
departments,  including  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  have  a  difficult  time  selling 
their  ideas.  But  there  has  never  been 
one  iota  of  doubt  as  to  the  honesty  and 
sincerity  of  purpose  or  the  honesty  of 
administration  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 

If  there  is  one  Senator  who  has  con¬ 
tributed  greatly  to  the  idea  of  public 
roads,  it  is  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  If  there  is  one  Senator  who 


sticks  to  the  administration  it  is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona.  I  succeeded  him  on 
the  committee  of  this  body  which  has  to 
do  with  public  roads.  I  am  happy  and 
proud  of  the  fact  that  this  body  has  se¬ 
lected  me  as  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  which  has  jurisdiction 
over  public  roads.  That  committee  has 
no  politics.  It  is  composed  of  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  but  they  are  interested 
in  public  roads,  and  its  members  attempt 
to  carry  out  the  basic  idea  of  the  Senator 
from  Arizona.  The  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  is  a  reasonable,  honest,  administra¬ 
tion  man.  He  tells  the  Senate  that  this 
plan  is  wrong.  He  has  no  ulterior  mo¬ 
tive,  no  politics  in  regard  to  it,  no  idea 
of  gaining  a  few  votes  somewhere.  For 
33  years  he  has  led  this  body  and  the 
other  body  in  matters  concerning  pub¬ 
lic  roads,  and  he  asks  the  Senate  to  un¬ 
derstand  and  to  realize  that  this  plan 
is  not  sound. 

I  have  no  reason  to  know  why  the  Pres¬ 
ident  did  not  withdraw  the  plan.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  have  no  reason  to  know 
why  he  submitted  it. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  this  being  a  Federal  highway  de¬ 
partment  which  we  are  asked  to  trans¬ 
fer  to  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
whether  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
which  has  been  a  good  department,  has 
ever  had  anything  to  do  with  public 
roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  never  has  had.  It 
controls  and  regulates  transportation, 
for  example,  on  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio 
Railway  between  here  and  Chicago,  or 
any  other  transportation  as  such;  but 
it  never  has  had  anything  to  do  with  the 
construction  of  a  public  highway.  It  is 
all  new  to  that  department. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield  for  one  further  ques¬ 
tion,  has  there  ever  been  a  breath  of 
scandal  or  anything  derogatory  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  one  agency  which 
stands  high  before  the  legislative  body 
and  before  the  American  people.  There 
are  possibly  24  or  more  Senators  in  this 
body  who  have  been  Governors  of  their 
States.  I  asked  them  whether,  while 
they  were  cooperating  and  receiving  the 
benefits  of  the  Federal  Government  in 
the  construction  of  roads,  they  had  ever 
had  any  difficulty  with  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  and  the  reply  was  that 
they  had  not. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  like  to  say  to 
the  Senator  that  at  one  time  I  was 
State  engineer  of  Nevada,  and  I  have 
just  discussed  with  the  head  of  that  de¬ 
partment  this  transfer.  Of  course  they 
would  conform,  but  they  can  hardly  im¬ 
agine — and  nearly  all  of  them  are  tech¬ 
nical  men — dealing  with  the  Department 
of  Commerce,  where  there  is  no  com¬ 
parable  establishment  at  all.  How 
would  the  Department  of  Commerce 
conform  to  this  entirely  new  policy  and 
this  entirely  new  organization? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  will  have  to 
make  the  best  of  it.  They  are  not  in 
position  to  conform.  They  will  do  it,  of 
course,  if  we  put  the  responsibility  upon 
them.  But  the  question  is,  purely  and 
simply,  do  we  believe  in  good  roads?  Do 
we  want  to  continue  an  honest  adminis¬ 
tration  of  good  roads?  Do  we  want  the 
States  to  have  good  roads?  Do  we  want 
to  get  the  farmer  out  of  the  mud?  All 
right.  Let  us  keep  the  situation  as  it  is. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Does  the  Senator  think 
the  Hoover  Commission  is  opposed  to 
good  roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion,  in  its  report,  did  not  recommend 
that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  should 
not  be  a  construction  agency.  As  out¬ 
lined  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona,  the 
task  force  of  the  Hoover  Commission, 
headed  by  Mr.  Moses,  recommended 
that  it  be  kept  the  way  it  is  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MALONE.  In  view  of  the  ques¬ 
tion  asked  by  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  I  should  like  to  ask,  inasmuch 
as  it  is  with  great  reluctance  that  I  vote 
against  any  of  the  reorganization  plans, 
because  in  1947,  we  initiated  that  kind  of 
action  and  we  are  highly  in  favor  of  any¬ 
thing  that  will  bring  about  greater  ef¬ 
ficiency  and  some  economy,  whether  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  the  Hoover  Commis¬ 
sion  ever  recommended  such  a  thing. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  that  I  understand. 
That  is  all  I  care  to  say. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
no  other  Senator  wishes  to  speak  on  the 
resolution,. I  yield  the  time  back  to  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Anderson 

Hickenlooper 

Millikin 

Baldwin 

Hill 

Morse 

Bricker 

Holland 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Murray 

Byrd 

Hunt 

Myers 

Cain 

Ives 

Neely 

Capehart 

Jenner 

O'Connor 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Mahoney 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Russell 

Cordon 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Donnell 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Douglas 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Downey 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Dulles 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Eastland 

Langer 

Stennis 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Taft 

Ellender 

Long 

Taylor 

Ferguson 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Ok’a. 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

Thomas,  Utah 

Frear 

McClellan 

Thye 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Tydings 

George 

McKellar 

Vandenberg 

Gillette 

McMahon 

Watkins 

Graham 

Magnuson 

Wherry 

Green 

Malone 

Wiley 

Gurney 

Martin 

Williams 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Withers 

Hendrickson 

Miller 

Young 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  Senate  Resolution  155. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  A  vote  in  the  af¬ 
firmative  for  the  resolution  is  a  vote  to 
reject  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7,  is  it 
not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  Senate  Resolution  155,  which 
disapproves  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7 
of  1949.  A  Senator  who  does  not  favor 
the  plan  of  reorganization  will  vote 
“yea.”  A  Senator  who  favors  the  plan 
of  reorganization  will  vote  “nay.” 

The  hour  at  the  end  of  which  the  vote 
would  have  been  taken  will  expire  at  12 
minutes  past  6.  Is  there  objection  to 
proceeding  to  vote  at  this  time,  4  min¬ 
utes  after  6  o’clock?  The  Chair  hears 
no  objection. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the 
acting  majority  leader  is  not  on  the  floor 
at  the  moment,  and  I  hope  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  will  remain  after  the  vote, 
because  a  unanimous  consent  request 
will  be  presented  relative  to  the  debate 
on  the  nomination  of  Attorney  General 
Clark,  and  with  respect  to  the  time  at 
which  the  nomination  will  be  voted  on. 
I  see  the  acting  majority  leader  now  in 
the  Chamber,  and  I  may  state  to  him 
that  the  announcement  was  made  yes¬ 
terday  by  the  majority  leader  that  to¬ 
day  there  would  be  a  recess  from  6  until . 
7  o’clock  for  dinner,  and  that  we  would 
proceed  with  the  consideration  of  the 
nomination  after  that  time. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  think  all  Senators  are 
aware  of  the  fact  that  after  we  con¬ 
clude  the  voting  on  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  7,  it  is  the  intention  to  call  the  Exe¬ 
cutive  Calendar.  There  are  on  the  Exe¬ 
cutive  Calendar  three  treaties  which  I 
believe  are  noncontroversial.  Then  the 
noncontroversial  nominations  on  the  cal¬ 
endar  will  be  called,  and  we  will  then 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  nom¬ 
ination  of  Hon.  Tom  C.  Clark  to  be  As¬ 
sociate  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States.  I  understand  that  we 
will  be  able  to  secure  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  to  recess  after  the  nom¬ 
ination  is  made  the  pending  business,  to 
convene  at  12  o’clock  tomorrow  and  to 
vote  on  the  nomination  at  3:30  o’clock 
p.  m.  tomorrow.  I  shall  present  the 
unanimous-consent  request  after  the 
vote  on  the  reorganization  plan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered  on 
Senate  Resolution  155,  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hoey],  who  is  absent  on  public  business, 
would  vote  “yea,”  if  present. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas], 
who  is  absent  on  public  business,  would 
vote  “nay,”  if  present. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Pepper]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  public  business. 


I  announce  further  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  McGrath],  who  is  absent  on  public 
business,  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 
who  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  has 
a  general  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Butler],  who  is  absent 
by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Reed] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  result  was — yeas  40,  nays  47,  as 


follows: 

YEAS— 40 

Bricker 

Holland 

Morse 

Cain 

Hunt 

Mundt 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Murray 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Sparkman 

Cordon 

Kerr 

Stennis 

Donnell 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Ecton 

McClellan 

Thomas,  Utah 

Ellender 

McFarland 

Watkins 

George 

McKellar 

Wherry 

Gurney 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Hayden 

Malone 

Withers 

Hickenlooper 

Maybank 

Hill 

Millikin 

NAYS— 47 

Anderson 

Hendrickson 

Neely 

Baldwin 

Humphrey 

O’Conor 

Bridges 

Ives 

O’Mahoney 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Russell 

Capehart 

Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Douglas 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Downey 

Kilgore 

Smith,  Maine 

Dulles 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Eastland 

Langer 

Taft 

Ferguson 

Lodge 

Taylor 

Flanders 

Long 

Thye 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Tydlngs 

Fulbright 

McMahon 

Vandenberg 

Gillette 

Martin 

Williams 

Graham 

Miller 

Young 

Green 

Myers 

NOT  VOTING- 

-9 

Aiken 

Hoey 

Pepper 

Brewster 

Lucas 

Reed 

Butler 

McGrath 

Tobey 

INDEPENDENT  OFFICES 
TIONS— MOTION  TO  RE' 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  this 
vote  the  yeas  are  40,  the  nays  are  47. 
The  resolution  is  not  agreed  to,  not  hav¬ 
ing  received  the  affirmative  votes  of  a 
majority  of  the  authorized  membership 
of  the  Senate. 

'  HCTTMAWa  WSRWTWO  TO^HTB1  -19 - 

MARSHALL  PLAN  COUNTRIES 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  take  but  1  minute  of  the  Senate’s 
time.  I  particularly  want  to  commend 
Mr.  Paul  Hoffman  for  a  statement  v/hich 
he  made  in  Paris  .yesterday  to  the  19 
Marshall  plan  countries.  His  statement 
was  made  at  a  malting  of  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  for  European  Economic  Cooperation 
in  Paris.  I  desire  read  one  sentence  he  is 
? reported  to  have  uttered  to  that  confer- 
‘ence.  These^Are  the  words  of  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man: 

I  want  to  /say  again  and  again  and  again 
$to  you  that^ow  is  the  time  when  there  must 
’  be  proof  of  accomplishment  in  the  direction 
5 of  genuine  cooperation  by  the  European  na- 
i  tions  to  the  end  that  this  become  as  rapidly 
as  possible  a  single  market. 

I  tffink  that  shows  that  finally,  after  a 
yeaiy  and  a  hlaf,  the  ECA  has  come 
’around  to  the  view  that  there  must  be 
Isopie  coordination  and  unification  eco- 
jmically  of  Europe. 

|/  The  same  article  in  the  Washington 
Post  quotes  Mr.  Andre  Philipp,  a  French¬ 


man,  of  Strasbourg,  France,  as  saj 
that  “discouragingly  little  progress” 
been  made  under  the  Marshall  plan 
that  Europe  is  more  divided  economi¬ 
cally  than  ever  before.  But  the  state¬ 
ment  of  Mr.  Hoffman  at  least  shoves  that 
at  long  last  the  ECA  has  come  araiind  to 
the  view  which  I  have  describeaf;  and  I 
assume  that  our  State  Department  has 
endorsed  that  policy. 

’  'PROPRIA- 
iNSIDER 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  Pi/esident,  I  rise 
to  enter  a  motion  that  th/ Senate  recon¬ 
sider  the  vote  whereby  $his  body  agreed 
to  the  House  amendment  to  Senate 
amendment  numbered'  46  to  House  bill 
177,  the  independeryt  offices  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  1950.  L'should  like  to  have 
he  privilege  of  making  a  brief  statement 
o  clarify  the  situation,  if  I  may. 

(Mr.  WHERRY  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  so  that  I  may  ask  the 
imajority  leaded  a  question? 
t  Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

\  Mr.  WHERRY.  Would  it  not  be  pos¬ 
sible  at  thi/  time  to  get  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  with  respect  to  the 
domination  of  Mr.  Clark  to  be  Associate 
Justice  df  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the 
nomination  of  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  McGrath]  to  be  Attorney 
General? 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  do  not  believe  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  take  very  long. 
Other  Senators  have  taken  time. 

'Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  take  not  more  than  10  minutes. 

The  parliamentary  situation  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Senate  amendment  46  to  H.  R. 
4177,  the  independent  offices’  appropria- 

fion  bill,  seems  to  be  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  46  would  have  ap¬ 
propriated  $21,667,000  to  the  Office  of 
Housing  Expediter  for  administrative 
fexpenses  required  to  administer  the 
■Housing  and  Rent  Act  of  1947,  as 
amended  most  recently  by  Congress  in 
the  Housing  and  Rent  Act  of  1949,  ap¬ 
proved  March  30  of  this  year. 

!  The  1949  act  added  to  the  adminis¬ 
trative  duties  of  the  Office  of  Housing 
Expediter.  It  required  him  to  designate 
an  officer  for  each  area  rent  office  as 
small  landlord-tenant  helper  to  as- 
them  in  obtaining  the  rights  afford¬ 
ed  Viem  by  the  act.  It  increased  the  re¬ 
sponsibilities  of  that  office  by  extending 
the  scape  of  its  authority  to  initiate  legal 
action  against  violators  of  the  law,  di¬ 
rectly  through  action  to  recover  dam¬ 
ages  for  rel^  overcharges  and  indirectly 
by  reporting^to  the  Attorney  General  of 
the  United  States  cases  where  there  ap¬ 
peared  to  be  grounds  for  seeking  injunc¬ 
tions  against  viol^ion  of  any  part  of  the 
Rent  Control  Act.  Nit  also  placed  in  the 
Office  of  Housing  Eto>editer  the  entire 
duty  of  regulating  evictions.  Under  the 
Housilng  and  Rent  ASt  of  1948,  the 
Housing  Expediter  had  ffq  authority  to 
regulate  evictions. 

In  view  of  the  need  for  carrying  out 
these  and  other  duties,  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  approved  an  amounfSof  $26,- 
750,000  for  administrative  expenses. 
The  request  for  that  amount  was’^on- 
sidered  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  which  had  before  it  for 
consideration  H.  R.  4177,  the  independ¬ 
ent  offices  appropriation  bill.  This  bill 
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.  had  been  reported  from  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  on  April  11, 
19fc9,  and  passed  by  the  House  on  April 
H,  too  early  for  inclusion  of  a  request 
for  at  appropriation  for  administrative 
expends  of  the  Office  of  Housing  Expe¬ 
diter.  The  Office  was  in  no  position  to 
request  appropriations  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  ttptil  passage  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  ^iich  was  not  approved  by 
both  Houses  uniy  March  30, 1949. 

After  consideration,  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  reduced  thg  recommended  ap¬ 
propriation  by  10  percent  to  $24,075,000 
and  included  it  in  H’  R.  4177  as  Senate 
amendment  46.  \ 

During  the  debate  in  ttie  Senate  on 
July  29,  1949,  this  amount,  was  further 
reduced  on  the  motion  oK  the  senior 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Bridges!  to  $21,667,000  by  the  e^remely 
narrow  margin  of  3  votes,  the  coitnt  be¬ 
ing  45  to  42.  In  other  words,  aftW  an 
initial  cut  of  10  percent,  the  Senate 
made  a  further  cut  of  about  10  percent 


Expediter  engage  in  a  wholesale  dis¬ 
missal  of  personnel.  Since  Congress  must 
expect  him  to  execute  the  duties  vested 
in  him,  I  would  guess  it  was  probably  the 
thought  of  the  conferees  that  he  should 
continue  to  employ  the  personnel  needed 
for  that  purpose  until  decreases  In  per¬ 
sonnel  are  made  possible  by  the  tapering- 
off  of  the  areas  in  which  Federal  rent 
controls  are  still  effective.  In  view  of 
the  sizable  reduction  in  appropriations 
below  those  approved  by  the  Senate,  I 
gather  the  conferees  must  have  expected 
these  decreases  in  over-all  duties  to  oc¬ 
cur  rapidly  as  the  present  date  for  ex¬ 
piration  of  Federal  rent  controls,  June 
30,  1950,  approaches.  I  assume,  and 
would  appreciate  being  corrected  if  this 
is  not  the  case,  that  should  this  sub¬ 
stantial  tapering-off  of  duties  of  the  Of¬ 
fice  of  Housing  Expediter  not  occur,  the 
Senate  committee  would  entertain  a  re¬ 
quest  for  such  deficiency  appropriations 
as  may  be  justified  in  the  light  of  con¬ 
ditions  as  they  exist  when  the  current 


In  this  form,  amendment  46  went  int&v  appropriation  shall  have  been  exhausted, 
conference  and  the  conferees  were  un-  \  I  personally  feel  that  despite  these 
able  to  reach  an  agreement.  It  was  re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement  by  the  conferees 
in  Conference  Report  No.  1262,  dated 
August  12.  In  the  statement  of  the  man¬ 
agers  cn  the  part  of  the  House,  the  man¬ 
agers  stated  that  they  would  move  to 
recede  and  concur  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  with  an  amendment. 

Such  a  motion  was  made  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Thomas]  on  Au¬ 
gust  15  and  was  agreed  to  without  dis¬ 
cussion  or  explanation.  The  effect  of 
this  amendment  was  to  reduce  the  appro¬ 
priation  from  $21,667,500  to  $17,500,000, 
or  a  further  reduction  of  approximately 
20  percent  from  the  preceding  figure. 

This  action  by  the  House  was  embodied 
in  a  message  from  the  House,  strangely 
dated  August  14,  announcing  its  action 
on  six  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  4177 
on  which  the  conferees  were  unable  to 
reach  agreement.  This  message  was  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  Senate  late  in  the  day  of 
August  15  and  was  acted  upon  imme¬ 
diately  without  explanation,  although 
without  objection.  The  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 

O'Mahoney]  moved  that  the  Senate  con¬ 
cur  in  the  House  amendments  to  the  six 
Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  4177  covered 
by  the  message,  with  the  exception  of 
amendment  74  having  to  do  with  vet¬ 
erans’  educational  aids.  That/motion 
was  agreed  to.  No  discussiory  was  had 
relative  to  amendment  46.  . 

I  have  requested  reconsideration  of 
that  action  as  it  affects  amendment  46 
because  I  would  feel  remiss  in  my  duties 
were  I  not  to  invite  the  attention  of  the 
Members  of  this  distinguished  body  to 
the  unfortunate  results  which  would  flow 
from  slashing  the  appropriations  for  the 
Office  of  Housing'  Expediter  to  $17,500,- 
000. 

For  the  last  fiscal  year,  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $2/222,200  were  made  to  that 
office.  Some  of  that  amount  was  made 
in  the  form  of  deficiency  appropriations. 

In  view  of  the  additional  duties  placed 
uporythe  Housing  Expediter  only  a  few 
months  ago  by  this  same  Congress,  I  as¬ 
sume  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  or  of  this  body  that  the  Housing 


.ssumptions,  the  amount  of  $17,500,000 
is^not  sufficient  to  enable  the  Office  of 
Homing  Expediter  to  do  an  adequate  job 
of  e^gcuting  the  Federal  rent  control 
laws. 

I  therefore  enter  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  the  'note  whereby  the  Senate  agreed 
to  the  H^se  amendment  to  Senate 
amendment  kp.  46  to  H.  R.  4177,  kie  in¬ 
dependent  offices  appropriation  bill  for 
1950. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  will  be  entered. 

EXECUTIVE^SESSION 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  move^hat  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  execu¬ 
tive  business. 

The  motion  was  agreed  tb;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  the  consideration 
of  executive  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  X  (Mr. 
Stennis  in  the  chair).  If  there  Be  no 
reports  of  committees,  the  clerk  will  pro¬ 
ceed  to  state  the  business  on  the  Exect 
tive  Calendar. 

INTERNATIONAL  RECOGNITION  OP 

RIGHTS  IN  AIRCRAFT— CONVENTION 

PASSED  OVER 

Executive  E  (81st  Cong.,  1st  sess.),  - 
the  Convention  on  the  International 
Recognition  of  Rights  in  Aircraft, 
signed  at  Geneva  on  June  19,  1948,  was 
announced  as  first  in  order. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  that 
treaty  is  to  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  treaty  which  was  handled  in  the  sub¬ 
committee  by  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr,  Pepper].  It  was  thoroughly  ex¬ 
plained  to  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  we  think  it  should  be  rati¬ 
fied.  It  is  not  controversial.  No  one 
objected  to  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
understood  that  the  treaties  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  were  the  remaining  treaties  on 
the  calendar.  Personally  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  this  particular  treaty,  but  I 
should  like  very  much  to  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  consult  with  one  or  two  Sen- 
tors  who  I  know  are  vitally  interested  in 
the  recognition  of  rights  in  aircraft  be¬ 


fore  the  treaty  is  approved.  Would  the 
Senator  from  Texas  consent  to  allowing 
the  treaty  to  go  over  until  tomorrow? 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  I  shall  be  obliged 
to  do  so  if  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
so  requests.  There  was  no  opposition  in 
the  committee  to  the  treaty. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  that. 
However,  one  Senator  asked  me  about 
the  treaties  to  be  considered,  and  I  did 
not  know  that  this  treaty  was  to  be  con¬ 
sidered.  I  understood  that  it  was  the 
remaining  treaties  which  were  to  be  con¬ 
sidered. 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Very  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
treaty  will  be  passed  over. 

INTERNATIONAL  CONVENTION  FOR  THE 
NORTHWEST  ATLANTIC  FISHERIES 

The  Senate,  as  in  Committee  of  the 
Whole,  proceeded  to  consider  the  con¬ 
vention,  Executive  N  (81st  Cong.,  1st 
sess.),  the  International  Convention 
for  the  Northwest  Atlantic  Fisheries, 
formulated  at  the  International  North¬ 
west  Atlantic  Fisheries  Conference  and 
signed  at  Washington  under  date  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  8,  1949,  by  the  plenipotentiaries  of 
the  United  States  of  America  and  by  the 
plenipotentiaries  of  certain  other  gov¬ 
ernments,  which  was  read  the  second 
time,  as  follows: 

International  Convention  for  the  North¬ 
west  Atlantic  Fisheries 

The  Governments  whose  duly  authorized 
representatives  have  subscribed  hereto,  shar¬ 
ing  a  substantial  interest  in  the  conservation 
of  the  fishery  resources  of  the  Northwest 
Atlantic  Ocean,  have  resolved  to  conclude  a 
convention  for  the  investigation,  protection 
and  conservation  of  the  fisheries  of  the 
Northwest  Atlantic  Ocean,  in  order  to  make 
possible  the  maintenance  of  a  maximum  sus¬ 
tained  catch  from  those  fisheries  and  to  that 
end  have,  through  their  duly  authorized 
representatives,  agreed  as  follows: 

ARTICLE  i 

1.  The  area  to  which  this  Convention 
applies,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  “the  Con¬ 
vention  area”,  shall  be  all  waters,  except  ter¬ 
ritorial  waters,  bounded  by  a  line  beginning 
at  a  point  on  the  coast  of  Rhode  Island  in 
71°40'  west  longitude;  thence  due  south  to 
_39°00'  north  latitude;  thence  due  east  to 

’00'  west  longitude;  thence  due  north  to 
59*00'  north  latitude;  thence  due  west  to 
44^0'  west  longitude;  thence  due  north  to 
the  qoast  of  Greenland;  thence  along  the 
west  ckist  of  Greenland  to  78°  10'  north  lati¬ 
tude;  tntence  southward  to  a  point  in  75°00' 
north  lafkude  and  73°30’  west  longitude; 
thence  alo\g  a  rhumb  line  to  a  point  in 
69°00'  nortn^atitude  and  59°C0'  west  longi¬ 
tude;  thence  cHie  south  to  61°00'  north  lati¬ 
tude;  thence  dukwest  to  64°30'  west  longi¬ 
tude;  thence  diX  south  to  the  coast  of 
Labrador;  thence  ^  a  southerly  direction 
along  the  coast  of  Labrador  to  the  southern 
terminus  of  its  boundary  with  Quebec; 
thence  in  a  westerly  \irection  along  the 
coast  of  Quebec,  and  i\  an  easterly  and 
southerly  direction  along  eke  coasts  of  New 
Brunswick,  Nova  Scotia,  ami  Cape  Breton 
Island  to  Cabot  Strait;  thentee  along  the 
coasts  of  Cape  Breton  Island,  jlova  Scotia, 
New  Brunswick,  Maine,  New  Hampshire, 
Massachusetts,  and  Rhode  Island  toXhe  point 
of  beginning. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  Convention  shS^l  be 
deemed  to  affect  adversely  (prejudice) Vjhe 
claims  of  any  Contracting  Government  in  ] 
gard  to  the  limits  of  territorial  waters 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  coastal  state  over1 
fisheries. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  15  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 

Mr.  Hayden  submitted  the  following  resolution;  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments 

August  16  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949 
Reported  by  Mr.  McClellan,  without  amendment  and  without  recommendation 

August  17  (legislative  day,  June  2),  1949  - :  - 

Considered  and  disagreed  to 


RESOLUTION 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  7  of  1949,  transmitted 
to  Congress  on  June  20,  1949,  provided  for  the  transfer  of 
the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce;  and 

Whereas  there  was  subsequently  enacted  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  (Public  Law 
152) ,  approved  June  30,  1949,  which  abolished  the  Federal 
Works  Agency  and  transferred  all  of  its  functions  to  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services,  and  which  changed  the 
name  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration  to  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  and  transferred  all  of  its  functions  to  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services;  and 

Whereas  Reorganization  Plan  Numbered  7  thus  purports  to  affect 
agencies  which  do  not  in  fact  exist ;  and 


2 


Whereas  section  9  (a)  (1)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949 
(Public  Law  109)  provides,  in  substance,  that  any  statute 
enacted  in  respect  of  any  agency  or  function  affected  by  a 
reorganization  plan,  before  the  effective  date  of  such  reor¬ 
ganization,  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  such  reorgani¬ 
zation  had  not  been  made ;  and 

Whereas  all  doubt  should  be  removed  as  to  whether  the  above- 
cited  statute  has  made  such  reorganization  plan  ineffective: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

1  Resolved,  That  the  Senate  does  not  favor  the  Reorgan- 

2  ization  Plan  Numbered  7  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the 

3  President  on  June  20,  1949. 


81st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Document 
1st  Session  )  |  No.  262 


REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  8  OF  1949 


MESSAGE 


FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

TRANSMITTING 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  8  OF  1949,  DEALING  WITH  THE 
NATIONAL  MILITARY  ESTABLISHMENT 


July  18,  1949. — Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  transmit  herewith  Reorganization  Plan  No.  8  of  1949,  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 

This  plan  is  designed  to  make  urgently  needed  changes  in  the 
administration  of  the  National  Military  Establishment  and  other 
agencies  created  by  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947. 

That  act  failed  to  provide  for  a  Department  of  Defense  and  for  a 
fully  responsible  official  with  authority  adequate  to  meet  his  responsi¬ 
bilities,  whom  the  President  and  the  Congress  can  hold  accountable. 
The  act  also  failed  to  provide  the  basis  for  an  organization  and  a  staff 
adequa  te  to  achieve  the  most  efficient  and  economical  national-defense 
program,  and  to  attain  effective  and  informed  civilian  control  of  the 
armed  forces  of  the  United  States. 

On  March  5,  1949, 1  recommended  to  the  Congress  that  the  National 
Security  Act  of  1947  be  amended  to  strengthen  and  clarify  the  position 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  to  provide  him  with  more  adequate 
staff  assistance  in  the  performance  of  his  responsibilities.  My  recom¬ 
mendations  were  made  on  the  basis  of  our  experience  under  the  act, 
the  recommendations  of  the  First  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  the 
extensive  study  given  to  this  matter  by  the  Commission  on  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Government. 
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Since  my  message  of  March  5,  the  Senate  has  considered  the 
organization  of  the  National  Military  Establishment  and  has  passed 
S.  1843,  which  embodies  most  of  my  recommendations.  In  the  House 
of  Representatives  consideration  has  been  given  to  the  Senate  bill  in 
committee.  The  measure  reported,  however,  deals  only  with  a 
limited  part  of  the  Senate  bill. 

The  House  bill  deals  with  organizational  and  procedural  arrange¬ 
ments  for  developing  and  executing  the  budget.  It  also  provides 
greater  flexibility  with  regard  to  methods  of  financing  and  accounting 
for  certain  complex  operations.  These  are  worth-while  improvements 
and  should  be  of  help  in  obtaining  the  efficiency  and  economy  which 
the  entire  legislation  is  designed  to  bring  about. 

The  pending  House  bill,  however,  deals  only  with  the  mechanics  of 
finance  and  budgeting  and  does  not  deal  with  many  basic  factors  of 
managing  the  Department  which  would  so  largely  determine  the 
content  of  the  budget.  There  is  also  a  defect  in  the  proposed  bill,  in 
that  it  would  vest,  by  statute,  specific  functions  relating  to  financial 
management  in  a  subordinate  official  of  the  Department  and  then 
make  that  official  an  appointee  of  the  President.  This  is  a  detraction 
from  the  responsibility  of  the  Secretary.  It  departs  both  from  our 
present  practice  and  from  the  principles  of  departmental  management 
stated  by  the  Commission  on  Organization  of  the  Executive  Branch, 
with  which  I  am  in  agreement.  I  cannot  support  budgetary  or 
other  control  systems  which  fail  to  confer  responsibility  in  a  clean- 
cut  manner  and  which  present  possible  obstacles  to  effective 
administration. 

On  June  20  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  became  law.  That 
act  provides  that  the  President  may  submit  plans  to  Congress  to  im¬ 
prove  the  organization  of  the  executive  branch  and  lead  to  increased 
economy  and  efficiency.  As  my  message  of  March  5  indicated,  I 
place  a  very  high  priority  upon  action  to  improve  our  defense  organi¬ 
zation.  It  is  a  vital  area  of  governmental  activity.  It  accounts  for 
nearly  one-third  of  our  Federal  expenditures. 

While  it  is  not  possible  by  reorganization  plan  to  accomplish  as 
broad  a  reorganization  of  the  National  Military  Establishment  as  I 
have  recommended,  a  number  of  important  improvements  can  be 
made  by  proceeding  under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 

Plan  No.  8  of  1949  converts  the  National  Military. Establishment 
into  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  as  the 
head  of  the  Department  of  Defense  will  exercise  authority,  direction, 
and  control  over  the  Department.  Subject  thereto,  the  Departments 
of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  will  continue  to  be  administered  as 
executive  departments  by  their  respective  Secretaries.  The  plan  does 
not  change,  or  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  change,  the 
statutory  assignment  of  combatant  functions,  roles,  and  missions  to 
the  Army,  the  Navy,  and  the  Air  Force. 

The  plan  provides  for  the  office  of  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense, 
in  place  of  the  present  position  of  Under  Secretary,  and  also  provides 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  with  three  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense. 
It  will  provide  for  a  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  It  will 
provide  for  a  Personnel  Policy  Board,  on  the  same  organizational 
basis  as  the  Munitions  Board  and  the  Reseaich  and  Development 
Board.  It  will  remove  the  onerous  restrictions  and  limitations 
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imposed  on  the  Secretary  of  Defense  by  the  National  Security  Act 
which  are  inappropriate  to  his  status  as  head  of  the  Department  of 
Defense.  It  will  make  the  Secretary  of  Defense  the  sole  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  Department  of  Defense  on  the  National  Security  Council. 
Since  it  is  impossible  to  provide  by  reorganization  plan  for  "budgetary 
and  other  fiscal  arrangements  along  the  lines  provided  in  the  Senate 
and  House  bills,  and  since  both  Houses  of  the  Congress  have  taken 
action  on  this  matter,  I  have  excluded  the  entire  subject  matter  of 
title  IV  of  S.  1843  from  the  reorganization  plan. 

I  have  found  that  each  reorganization  contained  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  plan  is  necessary  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  set 
forth  in  section  2  (a)  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949.  I  have  also 
found  and  hereby  declare  that,  by  reason  of  the  reorganizations 
included  in  this  reorganization  plan,  it  is  necessary  to  make  provision 
for  the  appointment  and  compensation  of  a  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense,  three  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense,  a  Chairman  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  a  Chairman  of  the  Personnel  Policy  Board. 
The  compensation  of  each  of  these  officers  is  fixed  at  a  rate  not  in 
excess  of  that  which  I  have  found  to  prevail  in  respect  of  comparable 
officers  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government.  The  functions  of 
the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  as  members  of  the 
National  Security  Council,  and  their  functions  with  respect  to  report¬ 
ing  directly  to  the  President  and  the  Budget  Director,  provided  for 
in  sections  101  (a)  and  202  (a),  respectively,  of  the  National  Security 
Act,  are  abolished  by  the  provisions  of  the  plan. 

The  important  results  which  will  flow  from  the  reorganizations 
set  forth  in  the  plan  will  be  more  effective  civilian  authority  and 
control  over  the  military  forces,  more  efficient  and  economical  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  better  interservice 
relationships.  This  will  pave  the  way  for  the  lowest  possible  expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  national  defense  consistent  with  the  national  security. 
It  is  probable  that  it  will  result  in  very  substantial  reductions  in 
expenditures. 

I  am  submitting  Reorganization  Plan  No.  8  at  this  time  for  two 
reasons:  First,  to  emphasize  the  importance  I  attach  to  this  matter 
and  to  take  action  by  all  means  at  my  command  to  secure  prompt  ac¬ 
tion.  Second,  to  provide  a  sure  means  whereby  all  the  Members  of 
Congress  will  be  able  to  vote  on  the  question  of  improving  our  defense 
organization  in  the  event  that  adequate  legislation  is  not  developed 
through  the  usual  legislative  processes. 

I  have  not  previously  submitted  a  reorganization  plan  on  this 
matter  because  I  believe  that  a  more  appropriate  reorganization  can 
be  accomplished  by  legislation.  Only  by  legislative  action  can  the 
Department  of  Defense  be  placed  in  the  proper  relation  to  the  military 
Departments  of  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force.  While  this  issue  cannot 
be  fully  dealt  with  by  reorganization  plan,  all  of  the  other  matters 
included  in  my  recommendations  of  March  5  can  be  effected  by  plan. 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  8  would  thus  represent  a  major  improvement 
over  our  present  arrangements.  It  would  clarify  and  strengthen  the 
responsibility  and  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  would 
give  him  better  military  and  civilian  staff  assistance  to  accomplish 
his  important  duties. 

In  the  event  that  (he  changes  I  recommended  to  the  Congress  in 
March  are  not  effected  bjT  statute  at  this  session,  then  those  changes 
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which  can  be  put  into  effect  by  reorganization  plan  should  be  made. 
I  am  primarily  interested  in  achieving  some  worth-while  results  in 
improving  the  organization  of  the  defense  establishment  at  the  earliest 
possible  time. 

Whether  the  reorganization  comes  about  through  legislation,  which 
I  would  prefer,  or  by  reorganization  plan,  it  should  deal  adequately 
with  the  subject  and  provide  for  clear  lines  of  responsibility  and 
authority.  This  does  not  mean  the  creation  of  one-man  rule  or 
dictatorship.  Our  constitutional  system  is  the  best  possible  safeguard 
against  that  eventuality.  It  does  mean,  however,  that  we  can  receive 
full  value  from  the  dollars  which  go  for  defense  and  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  activities  in  this  important  area  will  be  more  effectively  planned 
and  managed. 

I  again  urge  the  Congress  to  strengthen  our  defense  organization 
which  is  so  vital  to  the  security  of  this  Nation  and  the  peace  of  the 
world. 

.  Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  July  18,  1949. 
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Prepared  by  the  President  and  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  in  Congress  assembled,  July  18,  1949,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  approved  June  20,  1949 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Section  1.  Department  of  Defense. — The  name  of  the  National 
Military  Establishment  is  hereby  changed  to  “Department  of  De¬ 
fense”  and  such  Department  is  hereby  constituted  an  executive 
department. 

Sec.  2.  Secretary  of  Defense. — (a)  Under  the  direction  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  have  direction,  authority,  and 
control  oyer  the  Department  of  Defense:  Provided,  That  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and  the  Air  Force  shall  be  administered 
as  executive  departments  by  their  respective  Secretaries,  under  such 
direction,  authority,  and  control  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  section  2  (a)  hereof  shall  not  be  construed 
(1)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  transfer,  reassign,  abolish, 
or  consolidate,  the  combatant  functions  assigned  to  the  Departments 
of  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and  the  Air  Force,  respectively,  by  sections 
205  (e),  206  (b),  206  (c),  and  208  (f)  of  the  National  Security  Act  of 
1947  or  to  make  transfers  of  military,  naval,  or  air  force  personnel 
from  one  of  said  departments  to  another  or  to  make  details  or  assign¬ 
ments  of  such  personnel  in  a  manner  that  will  impair  such  assigned 
combatant  functions;  (2)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
direct  the  use  and  expenditure  of  funds  in  a  manner  that  would  bring 
about  the  results  prohibited  by  section  2  (b)  (1)  hereof;  nor  (3)  to 
diminish  in  any  respect  the  functions  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  as 
they  exist  immediately  prior  to  the  taking  effect  of  the  provisions  of 
this  reorganization  plan. 

(c)  The  functions  of  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and 
the  Air  Force  under  the  penultimate  proviso  of  section  202  (a)  of  the 
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National  Security  Act  of  1947  (with  respect  to  presenting  reports 
and  recommendations  to  the  President  or  the  Director  of  the  Budget) 
are  hereby  abolished. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may,  without  being  relieved  of  his 
responsibility  therefor,  and  unless  prohibited  by  some  specific  provision 
of  law,  perform  any  function  vested  in  him  through  or  with  the  aid 
of  such  officials  or  organizational  entities  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  as  he  may  designate. 

Sec.  3.  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense. — There  is  hereby  established 
in  the  Department  of  Defense  the  office  of  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense.  The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  be  appointed  from 
civilian  life  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate:  Provided,  That  a  person  who  has  within  ten  years  been 
on  active  duty  as  a  commissioned  officer  in  a  Regular  component  of 
the  armed  services  shall  not  be  eligible  for  appointment  as  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Defense.  The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  per¬ 
form  such  functions  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  designate,  shall 
take  precedence  in  the  Department  of  Defense  next  after  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  and  shall  receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $14,500  per 
annum  or  such  other  compensation  as  may  be  provided  by  law  for 
Under  Secretaries  or  Deputy  Secretaries  of  executive  departments 
after  the  date  of  transmittal  of  this  reorganization  plan  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  During  the  absence  or  disability  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
or  in  the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  Secretary,  the  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  be  acting  Secretary  of  Defense  and  shall 
perform  the  functions  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  The  office  of 
Under  Secretary  of  Defense  is  hereby  abolished;  but  the  incumbent 
thereof  immediately  prior  to  the  taking  effect  of  the  provisions  of 
this  reorganization  plan  shall,  without  reappointment,  be  the  first 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  under  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  4.  Acting  Secretary  of  Defense. — During  any  period  of  time 
when  neither  the  Secretary  of  Defense  nor  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  is  able  to  perform  the  functions  of  the  Secretary  (by  reason 
of  absence,  disability,  or  vacancy  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  or 
Deputy  Secretary,  as  the  case  may  be)  one  of  the  following,  designated 
for  this  purpose  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  shall  be  Acting  Secretary 
of  Defense  and  perform  the  functions  of  Secretary  of  Defense,  namely, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Air  Force. 

Sec.  5.  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense. — There  shall  be  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  three  Assistant  Secretaries  of  Defense  who 
shall  (1)  be  appointed  from  civilian  life  by  the  President,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  (2)  perform  such  functions  as 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  designate,  (3)  take  precedence  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  after  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  and  (4)  receive  compensa¬ 
tion  at  the  rate  of  $10,330  per  annum  or  such  other  compensation  as 
may  be  provided  by  law  for  the  assistant  secretaries  of  executive 
departments  after  the  date  of  the  transmittal  of  this  reorganization 
plan  to  the  Congress.  The  offices  of  Special  Assistant  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense,  established  under  the  authority  of  section  204  (a)  of 
the  National  Security  Act  of  1947,  are  hereby  abolished. 
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Sec.  6.  National  Security  Council.' — The  functions  of  the  Secretaries 
of  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and  the  Air  Force  with  respect  to  member¬ 
ship  on  the  National  Security  Council  (under  the  provisions  of  section 
101  (a)  of  the  National  Security  Act  of  1947)  are  hereby  abolished. 

Sec.  7.  Armed  Forces  Policy  Council: — The  name  of  the  War 
Council  (provided  for  in  section  210  of  the  National  Security  Act  of 
1947)  is  hereby  changed  to  “Armed  Forces  Policy  Council.”  The 
Chairman  of  the  Munitions  Board,  the  Chairman  of  the  Research 
and  Development  Board,  the  Chairman  of  the  Personnel  Policy 
Board  hereinafter  provided  for,  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  hereinafter  provided  for,  shall  be  additional  members 
of  the  Armed  Forces  Policy  Council. 

Sec.  8.  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff. — (a)  There  is  hereby 
established  the  office  of  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  Such 
Chairman  shall  be  an  additional  member  and  the  presiding  officer  of  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  (provided  for  by  section  211  (a)  of  the  National 
Security  Act  of  1947). 

(b)  The  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  President,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate, 
from  among  the  Regular  officers  of  the  armed  services  to  serve  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  President  for  a  term  of  two  years  and  shall  be  eligible 
for  one  reappointment,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  except  in  time  of  war  when  there  shall  be  no  limitation  on 
the  number  of  reappointments.  The  person  appointed  as  Chairman 
shall,  while  holding  such  office,  take  precedence  over  all  other  officers 
of  the  armed  services,  and  shall  receive  the  basic  pay  and  basic  and 
personal  money  allowances  prescribed  by  law  for  the  Chief  of  Staff, 
United  States  Army,  and  such  special  pays  and  hazardous  duty  pays 
to  which  he  may  be  entitled  under  the  provisions  of  law:  Provided, 
That  the  Chairman  shall  not  exercise  military  command  over  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  or  over  any  of  the  military  services. 

(c)  In  addition  to  participating  as  a  member  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  in  the  performance  of  duties  assigned  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff,  the  Chairman  shall,  subject  to  the  authority,  direction,  and 
control  of  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  (1)  serve  as 
presiding  officer  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  (2)  provide  agenda  for 
meetings  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  assist  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  in  the  prompt  and  effective  prosecution  of  the  business  thereof, 
(3)  inform  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and,  when  appropriate  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  President  or  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  President, 
of  any  issue  upon  which  agreement  has  not  been  reached  by  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff,  and  (4)  perform  such  other  duties  as  the  President 
and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  direct. 

Sec.  9.  Munitions  Board. — The  Munitions  Board  or,  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  shall  so  prescribe,  the  Chairman  of  the  Munitions 
Board,  after  consultation  with  the  Board,  shall  assist  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  in  performing  such  duties  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  direct,  including,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
any  or  all  of  the  duties  enumerated  in  section  213  of  the  National 
Security  Act  of  1947. 

Sec.  10.  Research  and  Development  Board.— The  Research  and  De¬ 
velopment  Board  or,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  so  prescribe, 
the  Chairman  of  the  Research  and  Development  Board,  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Board,  shall  assist  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in 
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performing  such  duties  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  direct, 
including,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  any  or  all  of 
the  duties  enumerated  in  section  214  of  the  National  Security  Act 
of  1947. 

Sec.  11.  Personnel  Policy  Board. — (a)  There  is  hereby  established 
in  the  Department  of  Defense  a  Personnel  Policy  Board. 

(b)  The  Board  shall  be  composed  of  a  Chairman,  who  shall  be  the 
head  thereof,  and  an  Under  Secretary  or  Assistant  Secretary  from 
each  of  the  Departments  of  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and  the  Air  Force, 
to  be  designated  by  the  Secretaries  of  the  respective  departments. 
The  Chairman  shall  be  appointed  from  civilian  life  by  the  President, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  and  shall  receive 
compensation  at  the  rate  prescribed  by  law  for  the  Chairman  of  the 
Munitions  Board. 

(c)  The  Personnel  Policy  Board  or,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
so  prescribe,  the  Chairman  of  the  Personnel  Policy  Board,  after  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  Board,  shall  assist  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in 
performing  such  duties  as  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  direct,  includ¬ 
ing,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  any  or  all  of  the 
following  duties: 

(1)  Establishment  of  personnel  policies  for  military  and 
civilian  personnel  of  the  Department  of  Defense  and,  where 
desirable,  the  development  of  uniform  personnel  policies  and  the 
elimination  of  unnecessary  duplication  and  overlapping  in  the 
field  of  personnel; 

(2)  Coordination  of  appropriate  activities  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  with  regard  to  personnel  matters;  and 

(3)  Maintenance  of  liaison  with  the  various  executive  depart¬ 
ments  and  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  for  the 
purpose  of  correlation  therewith  of  personnel  activities  of  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

(d)  When  the  Chairman  of  the  Board  first  appointed  hereunder  has 
taken  office,  the  Personnel  Policy  Board  created  by  directive  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  cease  to  exist  and  all  its  records  and  per¬ 
sonnel  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Board. 

(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  provide  the  Board  with  such 
personnel  and  facilities  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  required 
by  the  Board  for  the  performance  of  its  functions. 

Sec.  12.  Nothing  in  this  reorganization  plan  (1)  shall  be  deemed  to 
abolish  or  transfer,  nor  have  the  effect  of  abolishing  or  transferring,  the 
Department  of  the  Army,  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  or  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Air  Force,  or  all  the  functions  of  any  of  such  executive 
departments,  or  (2)  shall  be  deemed  to  consolidate,  nor  have  the  effect 
of  consolidating,  two  or  more  of  said  executive  departments  or  all  the 
functions  thereof. 
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